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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of vhe 3-year evaluation study
of the seven Special Emphasis projects funded by the US Office of
Education (USOE).

STUDY OBJECTIVE

General Research Corporation (GRC) contracted to conduct a
process and impact evaluation of the Special Emphasi; Project for the
Office of Evaluation and Dissemination (OED) of the USOE.

The purposes of the process evaluation were to examine the degree
to which each Special Emphasis project adhered to USOE project guidelines,
to determine the comparability of students in the Special Emphasis and
comparison gchools, and'to describe the characterisﬁics of each Special
Emphasis instructional program.

The purpose of the impact evaluation was to determine the impact
of the Special Emphasis Program on reading performance of students in
the project schoolu“as contrasted with reading performance of students
in the comparison séhools, to investigate changes in reading-related
attitudes and behaviors, and to document the residual effects of each
Special Emphasis Program.

SUMMARY OF STUDY CONCLUSIONS

The working hypothesis of the Special Emphasis Project was that
intensive programs of reading instruction introduced at an early ége
would effect significant improvement in patterns of reading achievement
in schools having large numbers of low achieving students. The data
collected and analyzed from the seven project sites for this evaluation
study reveal that Special Emphasis sites themselves can be class:fied
according’'to the degree to which they implemented the Special Emphasis
concept and program. Of Fﬁe three sites with the highest implementation
ratings (Louisiana, Tennessee, and Texas), two showed evidence of impact

1-1»
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favoring Special Emphasis student groups. The data suggest that program
implementation had a determining influence on program success and conse-
quently on student performance. Of the sites achieving lower implementation
ratings (Michigan, Ohio, West Virginia, and California), significant
differences between Special Emphasis and comparison student groups were
scattered between the two student groups. Because it is questionable

that Special Emphasis was in fact operationalized at these four sites,

the few instances of impact favoring Special Emphasis groups cannot

be construed as evidence of program success.

Highly operationalized Special Emphasis programs had twc program
features in common. Reading specialists worked in the classroom teaming
with the regular classroom teacher and inservice training programs
attempted to integrate and reinforce a diagnostic-—prescriptive approach

to reading instruction.

Sites which exhibited the greatest degree of carry over of Special
Emphasis concepts and practices when Federal project finds terminated
were those with rhe highest implementarion ratings. The greatest degree
of carry over was experienced at the classroom level. Key factors
associated with the integration or adaptation of Special Emphasis program
features at individual project sites were: an interest and prominent
role by the local education agency in the project, recougnition of Special
Emphasis as a unique intervention effort, and a sense of accomplishment
and involvement on the part of teachers and reading specialists in the

project.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT
This report contains:

. A discussion of the background of the Special Emphasis
Project and the evolution of this evaluation study. (Section 2)

e , An examination of the study design and methodology applied
to the anzlysis of study data. (Section 3)

1-2 1‘4




° A description of the seven Special Emphas:s projects and
discussion of process findings. (Section 4)

° A discussion of impact findings for each of the seven

project sites. (Section 5)

Volume II of this repoft contains a description of the standardized
reading test used in the evaluation, correspondence to project sites

vegarding data collection activities and requixements, and study instru-
ments.

1-3



SECTION 2
BACKGROUND

THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECT

The Right to Read Special Emphasis Project was initiated under the
provisions of Public Law 94-380, Section 721, as amended by Public Law
94-194, Section 10. This legislation authorized the USOE to undertake a
study to test the hypothesis that intensive programs of reading instruc~
tion introduced at an early age can change the patterns of reading achieve-
ment of students in schools having large numbers of students reading one
or more grades below level. Unlike many educational interventions intepd-
ed to be remedial programs, e.g., Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, Special Emphasis was to have a preventive focus. In this
respect, Special Emphasis was to take a diagnostic-prescriptive approach
to reading instruction with all students in grades 1 and 2 and provide
remedial attention to students in grades 3 through 6 who were reading

below level.

The major provision of the authorizing legislation called for the
imp lementation and evaluation of Special Emphasis projects which pro-.
vided for: -

° The teaching of reading by reading specialists for all
children in grades 1 and 2.

° The teaching of reading by reading specialists for
elementary school children in grades 3 through 6, who
have reading problems.

° An intensive vacation reading program for elementary
school children who are reading below the appropriate
grade level or who ar:. experiencing problems in learn-
ing to read. :

For purposes of the Special Emphasis program, the terms "reading
specialist and "reading teacher" were defined in the Title VII legis-

lation as:



° "Reading Specialist' means an individual who has a
master's degree, with a major or specialty in reading
from an accredited institution of higher education
and has successfully completed 3 years of teaching
experience which includes reading instruction.

e "Reading Teacher' means an individual, with a bachelor's
degree who has successfully completed a minimum of 12
credit hours, or its equivalent, in courses of teaching
reading at an accredited institution of higher educa-
tion and has successfully completed 2 years of teaching
experience which includes reading instruction.

In addition to the major program features identified above, the
authorizing legislation listed 14 specific features to be included in the
Special Emphasis Project funded by the Office of Education (OE). These

14 features were:

e Diagnostic testing designated to identify pre-elementary
and elementary school children with reading deficiencies,
including the identification of conditions which, without
appropriate other treatment, can be expected to impede
or prevent children from learning to read.

o Planning for and establi.shing a comprehensive reading
program,
° Reading instruction for elementary school pupils whose

reading achievement is less than that which would
normally be expected for pupils of comparable ages and
in comparable grades of school.

° Preservice training programs for teaching personnel in-
cluding teacher-aides and other ancillary educational
personnel, and inservice training and development
programs, where feasible, designed to enabl- such per-
sonnel to improve their ability to teach 5 .. “nts to
read to the extent practicable.

° Participation of the school faculty, school board mem-
bers, administration, parents, and students in reading-
related activities which stimulate an interest in read-
ing and are conducive to the improvement of reading
skills.

° Parent participation in developmernt and implementation
of the program for which assistance is scught.

o Local educational agency school board participation in
the development of programs.

2-2 1y




° Periodic testing in programs for elementary school
children on a sufficiently frequent basis to measure
accurately reading achievement; for programs for pre-
elementary school children, a test of reading pro-
ficiency at the conclusion, minimally, of the first-
grade program into which the nursery and kindergarten
programs are integrated.

° Publication of test results on reading achievement by
grade level  and, where appropriate, by school, without
identification of achievement of individual children.

9 Availability of test results on Teading achievement on
an individual basis to parents or guardians of any
child being so tested.

° Participation on an equitable basis by children en-
rolled in non-profit private elementary schools in the
area to be served (after consultation with the appro-
priate private school officials) to an extent consistent
with the number of such children whose educational needs
are of the kind the program ie intended to meet.

° The use of bilingual educational methods and techniques
to the extent consistent with the number of elementary
school-age children in the area served by a reading
program who are of limited English-speaking ability.

o Appropriate involvement of leaders of the cultural and
educational resources of the areas to be served, in-
cluding institutions of higher education, non~profit
private schools, public and private non-profit agencies
such as libraries, museums, educational radio and
television, and other cultural and education resources
of the community (to the extent practicable).

o Assessment, evaluation, and collection of information
on individual children by teachers during each year of
the pre-elementary program, to be made available for
teachers in the subsequent year, in order that con-
tinuity for the individual child not be lost.

The USOE further specified the purposes and obojectives of the
Special Emphasis Program in its definition of terms and the provisions
to be usedlin identifying the specific student populations the pfogram

was intended to serve. The most important of these definitions were:
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L] Reading deficiencies--Reading achievement which is
less than that normally expected for children of
comparable grades of school. For chiidren in grades
2 through 8, reading deficiency is defined as reading
ability 1 or more years below appropriate grade lev.:l
as estimated by standardized tests and/or informal

testing.

L Reading problems--Reading achievement which is less
than would normally be expected for children of
comparable ages in comparable grades.

) High percentage of children with reading deficiencieg—-
Fifty percent or more of the students in grades 2
through 8 reading 1 or more years below appropriate
grade level.

L] Intensive reading instruction--Instruction in reading
that would provide pupils with a minimum of 20 to 30 .-
minutes of direct teacher-pupil interaction each day
and 15 to 20 minutes per day of independent reinforce-
ment activities. A total of 40 minutes of reading in-
struction per day was stipulated.

In planning for the implementation of the Special Emphasis Project,
the USOE planned a controlled experiment in which each school in which
the Special Emphasis "treatment' was to be implemented would be matched
with a "comparison'" school which was similsr with respect to:

o Instructional approaches

* Curriculum materiuis

) Size of enrollment

e Student characteristics (socioeconomic status, ethnicity,

and average scores on standardized tasts)

The provisions of the legislation required that each applicant for
a Special Emphasis Program grant provide assurance that:
] Appropriate measures have been taken by the agency to

analyze the reasons why elementary school children
are not reading at the appropriate grade level.

-4 19



° The agency will develop a plan setting forth specific
objectives which shall include the goals of having
the children in project schools reading at the appro-
priate grade level at the end of grade three. ’

° Whenever appropriate, sufficient measures will be
taken to coordinate each pPre-elementary reading pro-
gram with the reading program of the educational
agencies of institutions which such pre~-elementary
school children will be next in attendance.

Further, the USOE regulations specified that local education agencies
(LEAs) participating in the Special Emphasis Project would be required to

assure that:

o All first and second graders would receive intensive
reading instruction.

™ All students in grades 3 through 6 who have reading

problems would be given intensive instruction in
reading.
) An.intensive summer program would be available for the

project school students who are performing below grade
level, and this service not be av_ilable to the com~
parison school children.

° Instructional plansg would be formulated through con-
sultations with many parties, including the district
administration, parents, and faculty of the project
school, and that this plan would include a diagnostic~
prescriptive approach and be part of a comprehensive
reading program in the project school.

o Cooperation be extended with an external evalu:tion to
be conducted by the Commissioner or his/her contractor.

Fifty aéplications for Special Emphasis Project funding were re-
ceived by the USOE. These applications were evaluated by the criteria
stipulated in Section 162.41 of the cegulations (see Table 2.1). In
the initial ecreening process, 30 applications were found to be techni-
cally inel}gible. From the remaining 20 applications, 8 were selected.
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TABLE 2.1
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECT APPLICATIONS

Section 162.41: In reviewing applications under this subject, the
Commissioner will seek to identify a small number of high quality proj-

acts and will apply the following criteria and point system totalling
175 points:

(a) The soundness of the proposed plan of operation, including
consideration of the extent to which:

(1) The objectives of the project are sharply defined,
clearly stated, and capable of being measured zud
evaluated (20 points); and

(2) Provision is made for inservice trzining appropriate
to the needs of the project (10 points);

(b) The over..l quality of the instructional design including:

(1) The extent the project plans promise an effective
instructional climate (15 points);

(2) The quality and comprehensiveness of plans for improv-
ing the whole school reading program (15 points);

(3) The extent plans for the summer school are integrated
with the overall school reading program (10 points);

(4) The adequacy of the diagnostic program to identify
students with reading p.coblams and needs (10 points);
and

(5) The extent the project will utilize recent research
fundings and provide for the adoption of inmnovative
products and practices (10 points);

(e) Provision is made for the sole use of reading specialists
‘ or reading teachers, rather than regular classroom teachers,
under the conditions get out in 162.39(b) (50 points);

(d) The qualifications of the project director (15 points);

(e) The reasonableness of cost in relation to anticipated
results (10 points); and

(£) The quality of the proposed management design that includes
process evaluation, schedules, and resource utilization
plans (10 points).




Each of the eight projects funded for the first year of the pro-
ject—1976-77--received between $100,000 and $200,000 per year, an amount
approximately twice the amount expended (on a per-pupil basis) under
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

The first year of the Special Emphasis Project was marked by late
startups, ongoing program adjustments, and a working out of relationships
between reading specialists and classroom teachers. The second year of
the study, school year 1977-78, was characterized by more 'normalized"
operations. Staff relationships were established and signs of integra-

tion of Special Emphasis into the ongoing system began to appear.

During the second project year, six of the original sites were re-
funded. These sites were located in Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, Ténnessée,
Texas, and West Virginia. An additional site, lacated in California,
was added to the project, giving a new total of seven projects for the
1977~78 school year. The Ohio project had to be dropped from the eval-
uation following the 1977-78 school year because of large-scale court-

ordered shifting of students involved in the study.

THE EVALUATION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Concurrent with the funding of the Special Emphasis projects, the
USOE contracted for the evaluation of the project with an outside con-
tractor. The contractor/evaluator for this project was to conduct both

a process and an impact evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project.

The evaluation contract for the first phase of the Special Emphasis
Project was awarded to Applied Management Sciences, Inc. (AMS). During
the first 18 months of this evaluation, AMS completed the following major
activities:

e Development of the initial study design.

] Deveiopment of the data collection instruments and selection
of the reading test to be used as the instrument for assess-

ing reading achievement.

2-7

22



° Supervision of the testing of students in the fall of 1976
and the spring and fall of 1977.

@ Data collection in spring, summer, and fall of 1977.

Y Preparation of the first amnual Special Emphasis Project
report including: background on the development of Sfpecial
Emphasis; a description of the methodology; site profiles;
and analysis of variance for student gains, using pre- and
postmeasures and a Special Emphasis-comparison school model.

The first year of the evaluation ;f the Special Emphasis Project
wes hampered by several factors which affected subsequent project imple-
mentation and, ultimately, had an important effect on the evaluation of
the impact of the Special Emphasis Projects. Among these problems were:

° Project grants were not awarded until several months into
the 1976~77 school year. This delay caused difficulties in
program implementation and resulted in the loss of wvaluable
instruction time for Special Emphasis.

° The local education agencies were occupied most of the first
year with the process of implementing project requirements.
In addition to the normal "shakedown crufse" associated with
new programs, some sites experienced intra-staff tensions
owing to the required introduction of reading specialists

into the daily routine of the classroom teachers.

° The original study design contained no provisions for in-
clﬁding student demographic or treatment data in the impact
analysis,

° The fall 1976 data could not be identified by individual

students. Therefore, pre~ and postmeasures could not be
matched on a student-by-student basis, and the analysis had

+ to be limited to grade lev.:1 aggregation.
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L] Staff from some comparison schools felt that they were
being imposed upon by the data collection efforts without
due consideration for their role. This perceived lack of
consideration contributed to a lack of cooperation and,

therefore, lack of uniformity in the data collection process.

In April 1978, GRC was awarded the contract for the continuation of
the Special Emphasis evaluation project. Under this contvact, GRC:

° Augmented the site profiles developed by AMS through the
collectl . of data on the demographic characteristics of

students and measures of intensity of instruction.

o Conducted data collection at local sites in the spring, summer,
and fall of 1978 and 1979, using instruments designed by AMS
as supplemented by data collection forms designed by GRC.

° Develored standardized written instructions and procedures
for the administration of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test (SDRT) and the completion of the data collection instru—

ments.
° Supervised testing in the spring and fall of 1978 and 1979.
® Created a longitudinal data base by merging the data collected

in 1978 and 1979 with the data collected in 1977 by AMS.

o Conducted data analysis for the second annual report and the
final report of the Special Emphasis Project.

GRC was assisted in this project by Americas Corporation, its subéontractor,
which participated in data collection activities at four sites.

The evaluation design and methodology applied to the collection and
processing of study data is described in the next section.




SECTION 3
EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

OVERVIEW

The purpose of the Special Emphasis Evaluation was to examine
the process of delivering the Special Emphasis Program and to determine
the impact of the Program on participants. This required the design

of a study with process and impact components.

The objectives of the two study components are listed below.

Process Evaluation

o Examine the degree to which the project sites adhered
to the Special Emphasis Project guidelines~~-inclusive.
of those specified in the authorizing legislation and
those established by the USOE.

° Determine the ccmparability of schools and studencs in Special

Emphasis and comparison schools.

° Describe the characreristics of the Special Emphasis school

year instructional programs and the summer reading programs.

The process avaluation of the Special Emphasis Project was based
on data and informatior collected from classroom observations, question-
naiees, and interviews. Data and information used in the process
analysis included both instructioaal pProgrammatic data and data on

student and staff characteristics.

Impact Evaluation

[ Determine the impact on reading performance of students
in the Special Emphasis and comparisor schools during

each school year and over the length of the study.

® Determine differences in the retenticn of reading skills
between schools with and without sum reading programs.
3-1
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° Determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program on
reading-related attitudes and behaviors of school staff,

students, and parents.

o Document the residual effects of the Special Emphasis
Project within each participating school district and

on project participants.

The impact evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project was designed
as z longitudinal, controlled experiment in which differences in reading
performance of students who participated in the Program was compared
to reading performance of a similar group of students who did not

participate.

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Social science researchers have long recogni.ed the difficulty
of conducting . “..e controlled experiment in the real world. The
prodblem of conducting such an experiment over an extended period of
time--especia: ' - .n multiple schools~~is, in many ways, the most compli-~
cated of all longitudinal, controlled experiments. The general probiems
of conducting such studles are well documented in the literature,
were well recognlzed by USOE at the time this evaluation study was
planned, and were understood by the contractor in the design of the
study and the development of the data analysis plan.

The experience gained ir the conduct of the Special Emphasis
Project evaluation does, however, offer some important insights into
the methodological problems of conducting evaluations of longitudihal,

multi-site experiments in educational settings.

The major constraints and complications encountered in the conduct

of this study may be summarized urder three general topics:

'

° The design and :mplementation of Special Emphasis.
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) Study instrumentation.

) Implementation of the data collection.

The Design and Implementation of Special Emphasis

The Special Emphasis Program was initially developed as a quasi-
experimental design. While intended to be a "treatment-comparison"
group study, neither the USOE nor the evaluation contractor had the
authority to exercise control over any of the several major variables

crucial to the conduct of a controlled experiment.

With respect to the legislative specifications and the guidelines
which were developed, all Special Emphasis sites appeared to be in

compliance regarding:

° Hiring of additional staff--reading specialists/teachers

and teacher aides.

e  Use of reading specialists/teachers who met USOE guidelines.

o Use of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to reading instruc-
tion.

[ Provision of summer reading programs.

There was, however, a wide disparity between sites regarding
compliance with other USOE guidelines. In several instances, these
deviations from USOE guidelines resulted in the introduction of condi-

tions which violated basic tenets of experimental research.

Table 3.1 identifies some of the most significant factors over
which there was not cumnlete control. (In fact, at the time the Special
Emphasis Project contracts were awarded, all recipient districts were
out of compliance with the requirements of the law and the USOE regula~

tions on at least one major issue.)

While some of these variables might have been controlled by

the application of alternative procedures in the selection of treatment
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TABLE 3.1

SUMMARY OF CONDITIONS AND FACTORS WHICH
IMPEDED THE TREATMENT-COMPARISON GROUP DESIAN

The nature and extent of the Special Emphasis "treatment"
were only generally defined, allowing programmatic latitude in
the design of the individual projects. Participating districts
were permitted to adopt their own instructional strategies—--a
provision which severely restricted cross-site comparisons.

Reading specialists and special reading programs which
existed in the comparison schools at the time Special Emphasis
projects were init!lated were allowed to remain while they
could be remove:l from the treatment schools-—a provision
which confounded the experiment and severely restricted com-
parisons both within sites and across sites.

Participating districts could not be restricted from
introducing new, or expanding existing, related reading
programs, such as those funded under the provisions of Title I,
in the comparison school.

Participating districts could not be restricted from
adding staff, aides, volunteers, etc., in areas other than
reading, in the comparison school; this altered the overall
teacher/student ratio.

Major differences existed in the Special Emphasis and
comparison schools with respect to size, ethnicity, teaching
methods, and pretest scores. In some instances, comparison
schools offered more intensive reading instructior than the
Special Emphasis schools.

Criteria for selecting students for participation in
the Special Emphasis Program varied across sites.

Special Emphasis Project standardized reading tests
were administered at the treatment and comparison schools at
approximately the same time as their own reading achievement
testing program thus introducing the possible confounding
variables of the 'practice effect'" and/or "ov... testing."
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and comparison schools, some of the conditions which characterized--ox
cifferentiated between--the treatment and comparison schools were altered
during the course of this longitudinal study by actions of the participat-
ing local education agencies.

An advance awareness of all the treatment-comparison school
characteristics and variants might enable a contractor to design a
research plan which would control for some of the most important con-
founding variebles. However, it is most probable tkat an experiment
of a larger scale than the Special Emphasis Project would have been
required to obféin definitive evaluation results.

Problems resulting from factors such as those listed in Table 3.1

could, in future studies, be overcome and/or compensated for by:

] Providing greater specificatiou as to the treatment to
be provided and the means by which such treatment is pro-
vided. Such a provision would at least ensure programmatic
consistency and would; in this case, have allowed for
an evaluation of the Special Emphasis Project as a whole
rather than limiting the evaluation to independent evalua-
tion of -individual project sites.

® Limiting the changes which could be made in the educational
programs of the participating schools during the period
of the experiment. Such a provision would reduce the
number of confounding variables introduced and enhance the
degree to which findings of significance can be attributed

to the experimental treatment variable.

] Increase the size of the experiment to provide a data base
of sufficient size for the influence of potentially con-
founding variables to be factored out ir the process of data
analysis.

The measurement of program impact for the summer Special Emphasis

program as originally designed, presented analytical problems which
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could not be overcome. The criginal evaluation study contractor did
not provide for the identification of matched treatment-comparison
groups. With the concurrence of the project officer, the investigation
of summer program impact on reading retention was aborted. The issues
which led to this decision are presented later in this section.

)

Study Instrumentation

Two major types of data were required to perform the process

and impact evaluations required in this study:

° Data and information about the teachers and the student
populations in the participating schools and educational

practices employed in these schools.

° Data to be used in assessing the impact of the Special
Emphasis Projects on the students and schools where these

prejects were implemented.

In several cases, a single instrument was used to collect data
for both of these purposes. Instruments used in this study, and the
evaluation component for which data in each instrument was used, are

summarized in Table 3.2.

(Copies of all instruments used in this study are contained

in Volume II of this report.)

Several problems were associated with the evaluation instru-
mentation used in this study. Specifically, the analysis of study

data was constrained by:
° The reading test selected to measure achievement.

° The omission of data elements important for analysis,

e.g., student demographic data.



TABLE 3.2
STUDY IN3TRUMENTS AND USE(S)

Use of Data
Process Impace!
_ Inscrumenc Study Scudy
1. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) : X
2, The Classificacion of Teaching Practices X X
3. Project Director Questionnaire X
4. Experimertal School Principal Questionnaire X X
uougarison School Principal Quastionnaire X X
6. | Reading Specialist Qusstionnaire - : X
7. Experimental School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X
8. Comparison School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X
9. Librarian Questionnaire x
[10. Studeat (Grade 3) and Stwizs: (Grades 4-6) Questionnaires x__
Ll. Parenc Questionnaire : X
12, Studeat Informacion Chacklise X
iL3. _Classroom Observation Protocol X

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) was selected by
the original evaluation contractor because (1) it provided a diagnostic
instrument which coulc be utilized in the Special Emphasis Program;
(2) it was designed to be particularly sensitive to the skill domain
performance of below average reading achievers; (3) it facilitated
tracking of student praogress through all elementary grades, because
its multiple levels yielded comparable scores across all grades; and
(4) as a recently revised test, teachers in the experiment would not
likely be inclined to "teach to the test.'" These features notwith-
standing, a number of characteristics of the SDRT clearly rendered the
test inappropriate for purposes of this study:

° As stated in the test manual, the SDRT is intended primarily
as a diagnostic test; it is not designed for use as an

achievement test.



) As a diagnostic test, the SDRT .s designed for use in
the identification of the readine problems of low achievers.
Accordingly, it yields a highiy .. ~d nagative distribution
and does not discriminate well at the his; end of the
scale, Thus, the SDRT's ability to measure achievement
and detect differences in performance between Special
Emphasis and comparison cohorts where either groups' mean

raw scores were gbove the 70% level was limited.1

° As a2 diegnostic test, the SDRT was intended for acministra-
tion in the fall of the school year and is normed on the
class level for use in placement. While the publishers
nave provided norming information for individual students
for spring testing, the fact that the test is even easier °
for students in the spring further exacerbates the ceiling

, effect problem discussed in Volume II and documented in

Appendix C.

° Because the SDRT was not normally used by school systems
both teachers and students were aware that they were parti-
cipating in an evaluation project, whether they were receiv-

ing Special Emphasis or not.

The use of the SDRT as the evaluation instrument for this study
is further complicated by the genefal provisions of the Special Emphasis
Project. Specifically, while treatment schools;were required to provide
Special Emphasis reading instruction to all first and second graders,
Special Emphasis reading instruction for students beyond second grade
was mandated only for those students reading one or more grades below
level as measured by whatever reading achievement test was normally
used by the participating schools. There is, however, no basis for

assuming that performance levels measured by the SDRT corresponded

1The 70% level as a point of potential ceiling effects was suggested

by one of the test authors, Dr. Bjorn Karlsen.
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to achievement levels on tests used by the participating schools to
identify students for Special Emph2sis instruction beyond grade 2

in the individual schools where chis experiment was conducted. .Thus,
the results of this study may be biased by program assignments made

on the basis of the results uf tests used by participating schools.

A second data limitation relates to the adequacy of data necessary
for the analysis of program impact. The data collection instruments
used in the first year data collection by the original study contractor
contained no provisions for the collection of demographic information
on students in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools. The study
instruments used in the first year's data collection also made no
provision for identifying those students in grades 3 through 6 who

had received Special Emphasis.

" These limitations were corrected by means of the Student Informa-

tion Checklist designed by GRC aad used in the collection of data

for school years 1977-78 and 1978-79. 4n examination of data secured
from the spring 1978 Student Information Checklist gave evidence,
however, that reliable student-by-student participation data could

not always be provided by classroom teachers. Procedures for the
.collection of these data were subsequently revised, but it was not
until the 1978-79 project year that these data were collected with
acceptable reliability. As a result, the ability to analyze program
impact by isolating the treatment variables by student was impossible

for ull but the final year.

Implementation of the Data Collection

The research plan for the evaluation of the Special Emphasis
Project called for the collection of data which could be used to identify
test scores by student, grade, class, school, and project site. To
preserve student anonymity, the initial study contractor developed

a 10~digit identification code--4 digits of which were used to identify



individual students--to be used on all test forms and student questicn-
naires. This coding system, explained in a brief letter from the
contractor, was sent out prior to the initial data collection in fall
1976.

Several months after GRC assumed responsibility for this study,
data tapes from 1976 and 1977 were obtained. In the course of examining
these tapes, it was found that a significant number of the test forms
did not contain a full 4-digit code to identify students and that,
in numeroaus instances, more than one student had been assigned the
same identification number. These errors in coding and verification
prevented data from the fall 1976 data collection from being linked,
by student, to the spring 1977 data. 4s a result, it was necessary
to eliminate from the analysis the data collected during the first

round of tesiing.

The limitations in the data collection procedures revealed by
the analysis of the initial contractor's data tapes were generally
overcome by the implementation of more stringent coding and quaility

control procedures in the second and third years of this study.

Having identified these coding ertoré, GRC established a procedure
for zorrecting these codes and improving the capability to link student
test scores over time. During spring 1979, each project site was
given a complete testing history for each student through fall 1978
and asked to verify the accuracy of the birthdate and sex associated
with the 4~digit ID code. As a result, many errors were resolved,

Preserving as much data as possible for the analysis.

It should be noted that the corrections that were made relate
only to errors which could be identified through the application of
basic editing and consistency checks. Not all the errors which might
have existed in the identification numbers could be identified using
the procedures employed in this analysis. The diligence of the respec-

tive Special Emphasis staffs notwithstanding, one should not assume
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that this process has produced 100% accuracy, given the limited control

which GRC had over the data verification and the correction process.

For the study results to be as representative as possible of
Special Emphasis participants, it was necessary to collect both pretest
and posttest SDRT scores for as many participants as possible. The

extent to which this objective was met was limited by sample attrition

due to:
° High student mobility at some project sites.
. Absenteeism on testing dates.
° Errors in coding SD2RT answer booklets.

The SDRT test history for each site contained in Appendix A provides

the data neéessary to calculate sample attrition.

A crmplete discussion of data collection procedures is contained
in Volume II..

DATA ANALYSIS STRATEGIES

The analysis plan developed by .GRC expanded and enhanced the
plan initially developed by the pPrevious evaluation contractor. The
analysis activities“paralleled the two study components--process and

impact.

Process Aneiysis

The process analysis is primarily descriptive. The first step
was to compare the aggregate characteristics of the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools at each site. Among the characteristics con-

sidered were:

° Student enrollment

° Racial/ethnic mix of student body

e Sex designation of students

® ' Percent of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch

3=11
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The purpose of this comparison was twofold: to assess the adher-
ence of each Special Emphasis project to the implementation guidelines
concerning comparison schools and to evaluate the degree of confidence

to be placed on the assumption of effective '"randomness" for the impact

analysis.

The second step in the process analysis was to provide a descrip-
tion of the teaching techniques, resources, and the intensity of instruc-
tion for both the Special Emphasis and the comparison schools. Data
from the teacher questionnaires, the Classification of Teacher Practices
instrument, the Student Information Checklist, and tke Observation
Protocols were used to profile each of the schools within the seven

Special Emphasis projects.

These data were helpful in assessing adherence to Special Emphasis
guidelines. They also contributed to the interpretation of impact
results through recognition of the environmental and treatment factors

that influence the study outcomes.

Impact Analysis

The primary purpose of the impact analysis is to assesr the
reading performance of students who participated in Special Emphasis
in relation to similar stw.dents who did not participate. In addition,
GRC, investigated the possibility of other project outcomes such as
changes in reading-related attitudes and behaviors and residual effects
of Special Emphasis. The SDRT questionnaire, and interview data were
utilized in this investigation. GRC anticipated assessment of {impact for:

] Project years 1977-78 and 1978-79
] The full length of the project, 1977—79.1
L] Each of the summers 1977, 1978, and 1979, for which the

Special Emphasis summer program were in operation.

1As we noted earlier, the test data from fall 1976 were excluded from
the analysis because of major coding problems and sample attrition.
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The measure used to gssess reading performance was the comprehen-
sion total score on the SDRT. The comprehension total score is a
composite score derived from two subtests. A cescription of the various
subtests for each test level of the SDRT is provided in Volume II.
The comprehension total was chosen since it i= common to all test
levels administered and was helieved to provide an aprroximate meacure

of achievement rather than diagnosis.

Project Year Analysis

The project year analyses cover the period from the spring tescing
of the previous year to the spring testing of the project year under
study. A multidimensional appfoach was utilized to examine impact
in terms of statistical significance and, more inportantly, in terms

of educational significance.

With the concurrence of USOE, the project ._ecam decided to:

] Consider each project site as a separate evs . uation.

. Examine reading performance for each grade separately.

The analysis of students aggregated by grade, by site was accom-
Plished through use of Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA). Because of
the presumed presence of measurement error in the observed test scores,
a comparison of the mean observed change between the Special Emphasis
and 'comparison cohorts could give a distorted view of the true condition.1
Therefore, the dependent variable used was the students' scaled scores
on comprehension total for the spring of the project year under study.
The independent variable was the treatment given, either Special Emphasis
or comparison. The covariate used to statistically adjust the dependent

variable was the pretest comprehension total scaled score.

1F M. Lord. "Elementary Models for Measuring Change," Problems in

Measuring Chan e, C. W, Harris (ed. ), Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1967, p. 21-38.
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ANCOVA permits analysis of grodps that are not equal with respect
to the covariate(s) as though they were equal. However, there are
several assumptions that must be gatisfied to produst statistically

valid results. In particular, the assumption that each Special Emphasis
group and its corresponding comparison group are drawn fiom a single
Pcpulation and any initial differences can be considercd as random

error require examination.

This assumption was met to varying degrees at each of the seven
project sites. Therefore, ANCOVA was more appropriate for some sites
and grades than for others. An additional influence on performance '
may relate to demographic differences between corresponding groups.
"herefore, GRC also performed ANCOVAs using composite variables which
included demographic variables and the pretest as covariates. These
analyses did not, however, shed any additional light on the significance

>f the impact of Special Emphasis.

Presented with the ANCOVA results in Appendix E and F are esti-
mates of growth in terms of grade equivalents. The mean pre- and
posttest scaled scores were converted to appropriate grade equivalents
and the mean observed change was calculated. While this analysis
can result in a built-in bias in favor of the inicially low-scoring
group,1 it is presented as an extension of the ANCOVA and provides
2 yardstick to measure growth against expectations with respect to
national norms. Although generally, a 1 year change in grade equivalent
would be expected or "normal' growth, Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author
of the SDRf, proposes that this expectation is unreasonable for low

achieving students.2 He presents evidence that a .6-.7 average growth

1Lord, p. 37.

2B. Karlsen, "Accountability - A Year's Growth in a Year?" The California
Reader, vol. 5, No. 1, January 1972.
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rate for the Xoweét 25% would be ; more reascaable expectation.. There-
fore, while it may appear that low-scoring groups are losing ground
with respect to normal expectations, a program may produce educationally
significant results with growth rates of less than 1 year to lower
achieviug students.

The covariarne analyses were applied to two cohort groups:

. Whole grade cohort groups at each Special Emphasis and

its ccmparison school.

° Lower achieving student groups, i.e., thosc students below

the mean pretest score for their grade cohort groups.

The whole grade analysis was within the scope of GRC's original analysis
Plan. The below mean analysis was added to investigate program impact
on those participants for whom Special Emphasis had been targeted.

In addition, the study team was interested in determining whether

or not the results of this analysis supported the results of the whole
grade cohort analysis.

Several hazards are associated with the use of ANCOVA for below
mean cohort groups.. These are listed below and readers are advised
to consider these limitations when reviewing the analytical results
presented in Section 5 of this report.

' e The proportion of students scoring below the grade mean

in Special Emphasis and comparison groups may not be equal.

° The below mean cchort group for both Special Emphasis
and comparison groups exhibit a prepcnderance of negative

measurenent error at the low end of the distribution.

Length of Project Analyses

To evaluate the impact of Special Emphasis over the length of
the project, spring 1977 to spring 1979, two types of analyses were
conducted. First, subgroups by site, by grade, were developed consisting
of only those students with SDRT test scores for the spring 1977 and -
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spring 1979 test points. The analysis of each of these subgroups was
similar to the ANCOVA and the estimate of grade equivalent growth

employed for the project year analysis. Due to sample attrition over
the length of the study, only whole grade cohort groups were analyzed.

A second approach taken to investigate the impact of Special
Emphasis over the duration of the project focused oam stidents reading
1 or more years below grade level. It was based on an examination
of trends relative to changes in the percentages of students reading

1 or more years below expectation.

Frequencies were tabulated for each spring testing of:
° The ausber of students tests for each grade.

° The number of students reading 1 or more years balow grade

level for each grade.

From these data, the percent of students reading 1 or more years below
grade level was calculated. These data are contained in tables for

each site in Appendix D.

Summer Program Analyses

The impact analysis of Special Emphasic summer reading programs
on reading retention presented special design problems. As originalily
designed, the study was to compare reading performance between studenus
attending summer school and students at comparison schools without
a summer program. Scores on the SDRT administered to both groups
in the spring and fall were to be analyzed for differences in perfor~-
mance. Two facts necessitated dropping this investigation from
the evaluation plan.

° Tarticipation in Special Emphasis summer reading programs
was voluntary. By electing to participate, program par-
, ticipants constituted a unique group for which no comparison

group could be identified.
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° The reading test used to measure performance in this study
is normed on an individual student basis only for spring
administra*ion and on a class ard individual basis for

fall suministration.

GRC attempted to wverride these problems by opting to compare the
Participant's performance with the individual student norms established
for spring and fall testings. However, pervasive ceiling effects
encountered on test scores prevented this analysis for producing valid
and reliable results. A discussion of ceiling effects and their implica-

tion for this study is contained in Appendix G.

The preceding section addressed the major design and methodological
features of this zvaluation study and factors which limited the effective
implementation and evaluation of Special Emphasis. While the real
world donditions in local school systems do not provide the consistency
and comparability necessary for a perfectly controlled experiment,
the Special Emphasis experience illustrates that adjustments and correc-
tive actions can be taken to provide insight to the impact of alterna-

tive treatments within the real world setting.

Complete results for the process and impact analyses of the
Special Emphasis Project are reported in Sections 4 and 5. Appendix G

of this report contains further discussion of evaluation methodology.
l
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SECTION 4
THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Special Emphasis was mandated by Congress as an experimental
. intervention to improve the teaching-learning process for children
likely to experience difficulty in learning to read. Accerdingly,
the evaluation of Special Emphasis sought to assess:

° The imﬁlementation of the concept and requirzments of
Special Emphasis as it was intended by Congress and the
USOE guidelines. ’

® The charac:er and the quality of the instruction-learning
process.
. The outcome, or the effects, of the intervention, given the

variables of student éhéracteristics, instructional resources

and facilities, and instructional methodologies.

~ The following discussions describe the implementation and the
program features of Special Emphasis. The first part of ¢his section
provides a site-byfgite analysis of the findings. These analyses are
followed by a cross-site analysis of the seven local projects included

in the study.

The following topics are discussed for each of the sites:

o Background--The community setting in which the project took
Place together with some of the major factors which influenced

the initiation and implementation of Special Emphasis.

° Project Schools--A description of the characteristics of
the experimental and comparison schools, the staff, the
students, and the regular reading programs,

e ' The Special Emphasis Program=--A description of the program,
including the objectives, staffing, instructional processes,
use of materials, provisions for inservice training, compli-

ance with project guidelines, and special features and conditions.

4-1
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° Summer Prograa—--The major features of the vacation school

instruction and related activities.

] Site Summary--The strengths and weaknesses of the local

Projects.
The cross-site analysis which follows the site-by-site descriptions

Provides a synthesis of project implementation, instructional processes,

and management provisions within the network of projects.
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LOUISIANA

Background

The Louisiana site lies in a rural area located 30 minutes driving

distance from the nearest medium-sized town. The off-shore oil boom

in the area is introducing rapid change to this community. The change
has been accompanied by an influx of itinerant workers, settlement of
highly trained, professional persons, and new employment opportunities,
The main sourées of income for the bayou area residents are sugar and
sugar-related industries. Because this is a seasonal activity, the
wage base for the area is severely curtailed; consequently, the school

population is Stablé, but poor, "

Project Schools

There were four schools involved in the Special Emphasis Pfoject
in Louisiana. The school district has divided its student populat:ion
into buildings serving grades 1 through 3 and grades 4 through 8. At
this Special Emphasis site, both the treatment and comparison populations
were eacﬂ located in two buildings.

Enrollment cyaracteristics for school year 1977-78 and 1978-79
are summarized on fable 4.1. The treatment and comparison schools in
Louisiana were equal in terms of student demographic characteristics.
However, there was considerable difference in the size of these two
populationS, the comparison group being more than twice as large.
Although the higher enroilment at the comparison schools required a
correspondingly higher numher of teachers, the average class size in
the comparison school exceeded the average class size in the treaﬁment
school by 9 students in 1977-78 and 4 students in 1978-79.

Table 4.2 provides a comparison of staff characteristics at the
treatment and comparison schools for the 1977-78 and 1978-79 school
years. Shifts in the percentage of teachers with graduate degrees’
and the average number of years of teaching experience were due to a

norral process of staff turnover. In addition to the regular teaching
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TABLE 4.1

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Sice: LOUISIANA
Schooi: Special Emphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79 -
Number of Students 301 304 724 715
By Sex:
Male 512 502 48% 497
Female 492 50Z% 32% 51%
By Racial/mihnic Categories:
Black 58% 362 32% 50%
Whice 413 41% 417 492
Hispanic - - 1% 1z
Octher or uncategorized 12 2z * *
Students Receiving Free or 542 532 412 45%
Reduced-Price Lunch :
Students for Whom English k)4 5% * 4
is a Second Language
Students Absent More 1% 3% &% 4%
Than 25%

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

*Less than .5

TABLE 4.2
STAFF CHAR4CTERISTICS
Sice: LOUISTANA
School: Special Exphasis Comparison
Project Ysar: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 197&-79
Numbar of Teachars 12 12 21 25
Teachars with Graduate Degreas 172 27% 252 152
Average Teacher Experience 9 yrs., 12 yrs. 10 yrs. 8 yrs.
Average Number of Students/Class 25 25 34 20
4 g
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starff, all schools at this site had a librarian, nurse, speech and read-
ing specialist, counselor, and social worker. A physical education
teacher served the treatment school; a music teacher was at the com-

parisen school.

One Title I reading specialist and one aide were assigned to
each school at this site. Students who qualified under Title I guide-
lines received =p to 45 minutes per day of extra reading instruction
at both treatment and comparison schools. In the treatment schools,
the extra assistance these students received was coordinated with the
regular classroom instructional program. This linkage did not exist
at the comparison school. The Precision Teaching System was used for
Title I in both schools. This system is a machine-assisted approach
to teaching and practicing basic reading skills. The reading specialist
worked with small groups or individuals, introducing skills and direct-
ing their learning experiences. Students practiced independently
recording their work on scoring cards. These cards were machine scored
and each student's skill attainment was recorded. Aides in the Title I
labs supervised practice sessions with small groups, scored tests, and
kept records. The Precision Teaching System was developed by the
Special Emphasis project director.

A comparison of instructional time (excluding Title I) between
schools reveals marked differences. First graders at the treatment
school received a total of 120 minutes reading instruction daily; 90
minutes of this was Special Emphasis. At the comparison school, first
graders received 90 minutes of reading jnstruction. Second and third
graders at all schools received 90 miruces of daily instruction. .At
the treatment school, 60 minutes of this time was provided by Special
Emphasis. Comparison school students, grades 4 through 6, had 15 minutes
more of instruction each day (75 vs. 60 minutes). Students, grades 4
through 6, at the treatment school received no additional instrucﬁion
beyond tHe 60 minutes per day of Special Emphasis. Thus, except for
first grade, the comparison schools offered an equal or greater amount

of reading instruction than the treatment schools.
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Facilities and materials at treatment and comparison schools were
well matched at this project site. The Houghton Mifflin basal reading
series was used at all schools. The Houghton Mifflin series is a highly
structured program featuring the sequential presentation of reading
skills organized by behavioral objectives. The accompanying assessment
tests (magazine levels) permit teachers to periodically measure student
progress and skill mastery. Alternative instructional strategies and
practice activities are provided for teachers to address skill deficiencies.

Both treatment and comparison schools had adequate audiovisual
equipment and other instructional equipment and aids, such as tape
recorders, overhead projectors, listening stations, teaching labs, and
language masters. However, these aids received only minimal use,
except in the Title I and Special Emphasis labs, where they received
moderate use. The major difference between Special Emphasis and com-
parison schools was in instructional grouping of students. In 1977-78
over half (67%Z) of the teachers in the Special Emphasis schools con-
sidered small group instruction a major strategy versus less than 207
in the comparison school. Use of small groups and individualized
instruction decreased in both schools in 1978-79 t¢ 55% in the Special

Emphasis schnole and.47% in the comparison schools.

With respect to teaching orientation, an analysis of tbe '‘Classifi-
caticn of Teaching Practices (Table 4.3) ii.dicates that a majority of
teachers in both Special Emphasis and comparison schools tended to be
structured rather than flexihble. Whether through staff turnovers or
attitude shifts, a greater percentage of teachers in the Special Emphasis
schools, however, was less structured during the final project year
than in the comparison schools. Similarly, more comparison school
teachers took a more diagnostic-prescriptive approach during the final
project year. As a group, the Special Emphasis teachers tended to be
less structured and more diagnostic-prescriptive than their comparison

counterparts.
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TABLE 4.3
CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : LOUISIANA

1977-78 1978-79 |

Teaching Special Special
Grientacion Emphasis Comparison taphasis 'Sompar tson

- I L S T £ IENE LR I 1
Diagnoscic Approach
Diagnoscic- :
Prescripcive 4 3l 7 35 4 36 9 41
Bclectic * . 9 69 4 20 6 55 7 32
Whola Class Q 0 9 45 b 9 [ 27

‘Managerment Stvle

Structured 10 83 17 8s 7 58 17 77
Eclectic t 1 8 3 15 3 25 5 23
Flexiblae 1 8 . Q o 2 17 Q 1]

*
Based on the aumber of classroom teachers responding.

-
The designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which combines elements
from both approaches or styles. :

The Special Emphasis Program

The overall objective of the Special Emphasis Program was to
increase the percentage of students reading at grade level from 14% to
50% based on the California Teat of Basic Skills. The second meior
goal was to determius the factors contributing to poor reading achieve-
ment and develop teaching methods to overcome these factors. All
students, grades 1 through 6, were served by the Special Emphasis
Program at this site.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was under the supervision of a

project director who divided his time between the administration and
implementation of Special Emphasis and the Titie I project. Although
he was not a full-time employee of the school district, he was recog-
nized by project staff for his educational leadership and for providing

operational guidelines and materials for their instructional program.
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Also assigned to the project were three reading specialists, all
of whom had master's degrees and a minimum of 10 yeara' teaching experi-
ence. Each specialist served two grade levels, 1 and 2, 3 and 4, or
. 5 and 6. One aide assisted each specialist with small group instruction
and record keeping. Aides were trained snd supervised by the rzading

specialists. A part-time secretary/clerk served the project's needs.

The Special Emphasis Treatment
According to local project policy, all students in grades 1 through

6 were served by the Special Emphasis Program in Louisiana. Table 4.4
shows enrollment and program participation data for project years 1977-78
and 1978-79. As noted, Special Emphasis provided 97 minutes of instruc-
tion for first grade students, 60 minutes were provided for students

in grades 2 through 6.

TABLE 4.4
%
TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site: LOUISIANA

1 Project Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total X Servaed By Total Z Served By

Enrollment Special Emphasis | Enrollment Special Emphasis

Grade 1 50 100 58 100

érado 2 39 100 38 100

Grade 3 50 100 47 109

Grade 4 58 95 54 100

Grade 5 52 100 47 100

Grade 6 52 100 60 100

*
Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.
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Specia *hasis instruction took place in the reading specialist's
lab-type classroom with the specialist, classrocm teacher, anc aide present.
Classes, averaging 25 students, were brought t¢ the reading room and
divided into groups according to reading ability and skill needs. Each
group then rotated through a series of activities. 1In general, the
reading specialist conducted {nstruction, the tescher provided follow-up
and practice activitles, and the aide supervised oral reading or inde-
pendent work. The roles of the teacher and aide shifted according to
teacher preference. A listening station provided a fourth activity in

the specialist’'s room.

Teachers, reading specialists, Principals, and the project director
were involved in planning the reading program at the treatment schools.
Specialists and classroom teachers indicated that they reviewed studeﬁt
progress and jointly planned their instructional activities on a weekly
basis; their dual teaching assignment offered them the opportunity to
communicate daily. While the specialists clearly took the lead, there
was an effort during the final project year to shift instructional

responsibilities back to the classroom teachers.

Use of Materials
Throughout the first year, Special Emphasis utilized the materials

of the Precision Teaching System. Diagnostic quizzes, teaching strate-
gies, and materials keyed to each of the 5000 identified reading skills,
and evaluation quizzes were the core of this system. Automatic scoring
machines provided immediate feedback to student and teacher. This
program, however, was also used for the school district's Title I.
program. For the second and third years of Special Emphasis, the Pre-
cision Teaching System was used exclusively in Title I labs. With

the reading specialist responsible for the basic instructional program
in 1977-78 and 1978-79, the basal reading series (Houghton Mifflin),
along with published and teacher-developed skill activities, were the
major teaching resources used in Speciai Emphasis.

»
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Inservice Training Program

-

A practical site-specific series of inservice training programs
was offered to classroom teachers, specialists, aides, and principals.
In 1976-77, the focus of the training was on analyzing the district-
adopted basal reading series (Houghton Mifflin) to determine its appro-
priateness for the student population. Where the basal materials were
found inappropriate, alternative strategies and materials were devised.
Sessions were led by the project director. A local university recognized

these sessions as an extension course and offered participants 3 hours
of credit.

In 1977-78 and 1978-79, inservice training was conducted by the
project director and a reading specialist. Participation was open to
principals, teachers, specialists, and aides. The iustructional focus
of this training was on the implementation of a diagnostic-prescriptive
approach to instruction, the selection of appropriate materials, and
the interpretation of student assessment data. While academic credit
was not offered, 527 (1978) and 64%Z (1979) of the classroom teachers
attended inservice training and they rated the sessions "very relpful"
(on a scale of not helpful, somewhat helpful, very helpful).

Summer Prograi'

In 1978, the Louisiana project conducted a 20-day summer program
serving approximately 170 students. This number represented over half
of éhe project échool's total enrollment, grades 1 through 6. Four
reading specialists and four regular classroom teachers, serving as
aides, were employed. In addition, two high school students regularly
volunteered their services and an average of six parents accompaniéd
the students on weekly field trips.

The objectives of this program were:

° To counter the regression of reading skills during the

no-school, summer months.
. To foster language development.
° To provide remedial instructionéﬁt:sub-grade-level readers,
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Reading specialists handled four classes each day, providing
instruction in 50-minute time blocks. In addition to the 50-minute
reading class, each student had 50-minute periods of library, arts and
crafts, and films and a 10-minute recreation break. The program operated
from 8:20 AM to 12:30 PM.

The Houghton Mifflin basal series and Precision Teaching System
for reading, which were the mainstays of the regular school year reading
program, were used during the summer. Word and reading-related games

were integrated into the summer instructional program.

Coordination of the summer and regular school year programs was
accomplished through the use of identical commercial materials. No
system for measuring student gains was built into the summer program.
The role of the scheol principal during the summer was twofold: super-
vise instruction and maintain discipline. The project director super-
vised the operation of the overall program and provided technical

assistance as needed.

In 197%, the staffing configuration in the summer program was
changed to include four reading specialists, three teachers, and two
teacher—librarians.l Four aides from the school-~year program were
assigned to the summer'program; three assisted teachers and one worked
witP the librarians. Teachers who had served as aides the previous
sumner were responsible for conducting reading classes in 1979. No
volunteers were involved. At the conclusion of the summer program,
the Special Emphasis reading specialists assisted principals in setting
up reading groups for the coming school year.. Table 4.5 provides a
sSummary of the 1978 and 1979 summer program statistics.

Compliance with Sgecial Emphasis Guidelines

The following discussion examines features of the Louisiana

Project in light of the project guidelines listed in Section 2, Back-
ground.

“Bo
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TABLE 4.5
SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: LOUISIANA

Summer 1978

Prograa Duration

Weesks
Hours per day

Instzuctional hours in reading
and reading-related activitias
(hours par day)

Total School Earollmsat
Summer School Enrollment
Pezcant of Total Enrollment
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio

Staff
Raading Specialists
Teachars
Addes
Librarians
Gym/Art Teacher
Voluntears

301

170

56

4
0

4(regular teachsrs)

0
0

2(students)

6(parents, Friday
only)

Summer 1979

e e

'S

160

53

1:12

©C O N & w e

® ,
Volunteers not included in computing Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio.
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A staff of reading specialists served the project schools. All
students. grades 1 and 2, were served hy Special Emphasis staff. Ail
third through sixth grade students were also served by the program,
thus extending service beyond the level specified in the guidelines.
Instructional periods also exceeded guideline requirements. However,
students in grades 4 throdgh 6 at the comparison school had 15 minutes
per day more instructional time than those at the treatment school.

A summer reading program was provided ind was well attended. Inservice
effo-ts at this site consisted of presentations by the project director
and a ieading specialist. While funds to support academic course work
were provided in the project budget, staff reported participation in
accredited inservice training only in 1976-77. Planning of the reading
program included district administrators, the project director, reading
specialists, and teachers. Because reading specialists provided the
basic reading instructional program for all grades in the treatment
schools, classroom teachers actually had little to say in the planning
and delivery of the program. Some effort to shift the responsibility
for instruction back to the classroom teacher was made as the project

neared its conclusion.

Diagnostic testing was conducted and used as a guide for grouping
students for reading instruction. Achievement tests were administered
per.icdically by the school district to measure student progress. Test
results were made available for conferences with interested parents
or guardians of individual students. No special activities to stimulate

interest and improvement in reading were conducted.

Louisiana's skill mastery record keeping system uvtilized the
Preciéion Teaching System and Houghton Mifflin basal reading series.
However, neither of these systems can be attributed to Special Emphasis.
Comparability of the schools involved in this study was compromised by
the size of the two populations--the student body and staff at the

. comparison schools was twice that of the treatment schools.

4-13

o4



Project personnel extended their cooper:tion to the evaluation
study team. As specified in Appendix G, coding problems in Louisiana
caused delays in the data reduction process and contributed to a loss
in student test and survey data and parent survey data. Table 4.6

reports the response rates for the various evaluation study instruments.

The Louisiana sité was in compliance with the Special Emphasis
guidelines, with two exceptions: the size of the treatment and compari-
son populations, and the lack of a reading motivation component in
Special Emphasis.

TABLE 4.6

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

S1te: LOUISIANA .
1977-78 1978~-79
Special Raphaais Coapsrison Speacial Ewphasris Comparisoa
Nusber of T of Number of 1 of Mowber of T of Humber of T of
Juﬂﬁg&JﬂﬂmanJmnuk;Jﬂaﬂmu"kuuﬂg_ungﬂsgggﬂgﬁz
P to 1 101 N/A ] 1 100 N/A
» 2 100 2 100 2 100 2 100
rassher 12 100 17 8 12 100 | 25 100
Resding Specigling H 100 2 100 4 ko 2 100
Classification of
Teaching Practices:
Teachers 12 100 19 90 n 92 22 88
Msding Specisiista 3 0 o d 0 0 0
Librarian _ 2 100 2 100 2 100 1 50
Student -~ Grade ) ] [] 100 97 &4 9% 110 99
st -C 158 97 253 5] 154 96 211 60
Parent 205 - a9 - 201 - 363 -
Studsat Iaformstion
Checkl{a 01 100 674 93 266 87 652 92

N/A = Not Applicable
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Special Features

A close working relationship between reading specialists and
classroom teachers characterized this Project. With the specialist
serving as role model, collaborator, consultant, and de facto supervisor,
classroom teachers reported the project offered them an opportunity to
grow, adopt new practices, and gradually assume a stronger role in
reading instruction.

Another noteworthy feature of the Louisiana project was the
effort to customize the basal reading series to serve the needs of

local students.

Special Circumstances

The presence of the Precision Teaching System in both the treat—
ment and comparison schools makes it difficult to isolate Special. Emphasis
and its impact on student reading achievement. Unlike thc>first year
of operation, during the second and third years of program operation
Special Emphasis reading specialists no longer replicated Title I
operétions. However, distinctions between Title I and-Special Emphasis

programs remained unclear.

Student retention (repeating the grade) was far more prevalent
at this site than at the other study sites. Approximately 25% of the
sixth grade students were retained following the 1977-78 school year.
There was no limit to the number of years a student could remain at
a particular grade level, and there was evidence of students repeating
the same grade more than once. While many of these students might
benefit from the services of a special education or learning disabilities
program, parents were generally reluctant to identify, teét, and place

children in such settings.

Summary

The key features of the Louisiana Special Emphasis Program "sev:
the diagnostic-prescriptive approach, the use of small group in...ruc-
tion to meet developmental ski;l needs, and a close linkage between

Special Emphasis and classroom reading instruction. Because of the
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limited experience and deprived backgrounds of many students in this
school district, school officials and sta®f have supported programs

and strategies designed to overcome these social handicaps. The exist-
ence of the Title I Precision Teaching System, however, represented a
confounding influence on any assessment of impact. All other indica-
tions were present for a genuine Special Emphasis educational interven-
tion——from diagnostic programming to close faculty-specialist cooperation.
At the same time, the presence of Precision Teaching may have had a
benign effect on the study in that the visible amenities of additional
instructional staff and equipment in the comparison school may have
reduced the experimental contamination (the John Henry effectl). With
Precision Teaching acting as a "placebo," comparison school teachers
may not have been stirred to respond with a "we can work harder than

you'' campaign.

The Louisiana site was in compliance with the Special Emphasis
guidelines, with two exceptions: the size of the treatment and compari-
son populations and the lack of a reading motivation component in

Special Emphasis.

In terms of the site's original objecti7es, scores did improve
on the district's standardized testing program rut not as much as was
hoped. In 1979, 30% were at grade level, up from 14%Z in 1976. While the
50% objective was not reached, school oZficials were pleased at the

progress.

The second goal of the project was to determine factors contrib-
uting to reading problems. Over the course of the Special Emphasis
project, reading specialists noted those skill areas particularly

pProblematic for students in the treatment schools. They documented

1
G. Saretsky, '""The 0PO p.cC. Experiment and the John Henry Effect," Phi Delta
Kappan, 1972, 53,579-581.

o7
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successful and unsuccessful instructional techniques and materials to
serve as future resource guides for teachers working with low-achieving

students.

From the perspective of local officials and staff, the Louisiana

project was considered a success.

4-17 ESE;




MICHIGAN

Background
The Michigan site is located in.an independent city within the

boundaries of a large me“ropolitan area. The city faces problems con-
fronting most urban areas today: escalating costs, a shrinking tax base,
and population flight. The corresponding impact on the city's schools
includes frequent turnover of top administrators, budget cutbacks, teacher
cutbacks, and transient student population. The school district, which
serves the city, has sought assistance in a wide variety of Federal pro-

grams to address the mounting social, educational, and economic problems.

Project Schools

The treatment and comparison schools in this site were well.matched
in terms of demographic characteristics of students, facilities, instruc-
ﬁional approaches, and materials. Until the fall of 1978, both schools
served students, grades kindergarten (K) through 6. At that time, sixth
graders were transferred to another building, leaving a K through 5 pop-
ulation at each school. Enrollment characteristics of the two schools
are displayed on Table 4.7. The table reveals highly comparable popu-
lations. Participation in subsidized lunch programs was very high at
toth schools. While students dropped out of the study due to family
mobility, those that entered the study population reflected the same

characteristics as those departing.

The shift in enrollment caused a decrease in teaching personr=»
well. Average class size increased from 27 students to 32 and 34, :esr -
tively, at the treatment and compari:on ~chools. Staff changes haa the
effect of closing the gap in education and experience between the two

groups of teachers. Staff characteristics are summarized on Table 4.8.

In addition to classroom teachers, both schools at this Special
Emphasis éite had numerous specialists providing services for the school
population. These were a librarian, a speech specialist, a learning
disabilities specialist, nurse, reading specialist, physical education
and music/arts teachers, a counselor, .. .- 4l worker; and a psychol. -

4-19
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TABLE 4.7
ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Sice: YICHIGAN

! . School: Speclal Emphasis

Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978~79

Number of Students 670 602 588 515
By Sex:

Male 5272 512 492 492

Female 48% 49% 51% 51%
8y Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black 967 96% 99% 997

White 1% 12 * *

Hispanic * - - -

Other or uncategorized k¥4 kY4 1z %
Scudents Recelving Free or

Reduced-Pzice Lunch 79% . 81% 812 81%
Students for Whom English

is a Second Language 2% 1% £Y4 3%

!

Students Absent More

Than 25% % 6% 5% i

Aounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100Z.

*Less than .5%

TABLE 4.8
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Spec ST S Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 13 =79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Teschers 25 19 22 15
Teachers with Graduate Degrees 482 65X 712 67%
Average Teacher Experience 7 yrs. 11 yrs. 13 yrs. 15 yrs.
Average Number of Students/Class 27 -9 27 34

4=20 60
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State and Federally sponsored programs abounded. Both schools

were eligible for and received Title I services. Each had a full-

time Title I reading speclalist and a reading consultant funded by the
state and district. Three district reading aides were assigned to the
treatment school. They worked in conjunction with several teachers pro-
viding tutorial instruction and assisting with small groups and materi-
preparation. At the comparison school, the district had assigned four
reading aides. These aides worked exclusively with the DISTAR program.

Both schools are housed in similar buildings erected in the 1920's.
They appeared generally well maintained and each was brightened by color-
ful bulletin boards and public area displays. Neither school was air
conditioned and some upper grade classrooms in the comparison scheol
lacked ventilation. Equipment and materials were not lacking at githei
school. Software resources for reading instruction (e.g., kits, tapes,

games, basals' were abundant.

Aside from Special Emphasis, the two schools were programmatically
almost identical. The regular classroom reading program followed a
traditional basal reader series and a district-developed skill mastery
management (looping) system. DISTAR, a decoding program to enhance
phonics and word recognition skills, was used in grades K and 1 at the
treatment school, and grades K through 2 at the comparison school.

The school district required a minimum of 30 minutes of reading
instruction daily. At the treatment school, first and second graders
had 70 minutes of inut:r ~*i~m, all under the supervision of Special
Emphasis personnel. T.'u¢ tirnugh fifth/sixth graders spent 30 minutes
per day in classroom reading instruction with selected students receiv-
ing an additional 30 minutes from Special Emphasis personnel. At the
comparison school, all students had 80 minutes of language arts instruc-

tion, which included reading as well as spelling, grammar, and writing.
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A comparison of teaching practices at the Special Emphasis and
comparison schools (Table 4.9) reveals an exceptionally close match.
Teachers in both schools tended to be diagnostic-prescriptive in their
approach. A slight majority in both schools preferred a structured
learning environment with the remaruning wchers mixing structure with
some flexibility. 1In the Special Emphasis school, of those teachers
responding in 1978 and 1979, staff turnover and/or shifts in orientation
reflect a ™ ve from diagnostic-prescriptive to eclectic and whole class
and from eitner structured or flexible to eclectic. In the comparison
school, owing to either of the same factors, fewer teachers were diag-

nastic-prescriptive in 1979.

TABLE 4.9
CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : MICHIGAN

1977-78 1978-79

Teaching Special Spacial
Orientation Emphasis Comparison 1 Emphasis | Comparison

N _X* N it N 2 N 4
Disgnostic Approach
Disgnostic~
Prescriptive 18 82 18 %0 10 67 10 67

+

Eclectic : 4 18 2 10 4 27 5 33
Whole Class 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0
Management Stvle
Structured 1 50 10 50 9 60 10 66
Eclectic t 8 36 7 35 6 40 2 13
Flexible 3 14 3 15 0 0 3 21

*Based cn the number of classtoom teschers respouding.

<
"The deisgnation "Eclectic” indicates a teaching orientation which combines alements
from both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The particular objectives articulated by the staff for the project

were:
° Project participants will achieve 1 month's growth for each
month in the program. f;;?

»
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° Students will demonstrate a more positive attitude toward

reading.

° Parents and community members will demonstrate awareness

and positive support of the program.
) Teachers will improve their skills in the teaching of read-
ing.

The program designec to achievs these objectives utilized the school
district's regular reading program (basal plus a skill mastery system)
and introduced the reading specialist/teacher and aide to assist in and

enhance its delivery.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was headed by a school district cen-
tral officer administrator. The original project director left after-
the 1977-78 school year and another school administrator inherited
Special Emphasis. Due to the multiple other responsibilities which these
directors had, neither assumed strong leadership roles in the educa-
tional or administrative aspects of the project. Instead, the head
reading specialist provided overall direction and leadership; however,
her lack of position in the administrative structure limited her ability
to provide strong direction to the program. The project school princi-

pal played a support role but was not actively involved in the program.

A private school was a nominal participant in the project from
fall 1976 to spring 1978, but was not included in the evaluation. Dur-
ing this period, one project reading specialist and one aide were

assigned to the private school on a half-time basis.

Five reading specialists and six aides were employed by the Special
Emphasis Project. All five specialists had graduate degrees; their vears
of tuirhing experience ranged from 3 to 16. The five reading speciali=ts
wern each assigned specific grade .evels. Two worked with first and
second gfades and one served eac’ ot the remaining third, fourth, and
fifth grades. Reading specialists trained and supervised the aides who
provided individual attention to designated students and prepared mate-
riéls.

4-23
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The Sperial Emphasis Treatment

In the first and second grades, reading specialsts woxked in the
regular classroom with the classroom teacher present. During the 70-
minute reading period, student groups rotated between the specialist,
classroom teacher, and aide. In general, the classroom teacher con-
ducted the basal reader progrém, while the specialist provided enrichment
and skill reinforcement activities. As might have been expected, plan-
ning sessions and conferences regarding student progress c¢ccurred fre-
quently at these grade levels. First and second grade teachers planned

weekly with project staff.

In the third through fifth grades, students receiving Special
Emphasis instruction met with a reading specialist outside their regu’ar
classroom for small group instruction. The frequency of their at;endahce
depended upon the degree of their reading’ deficiency. Third through
fifth/sixth grade teachers and reading specialists typically conferred
toward the end of each grading period.

In addition tc isolated enrichment skill development and reinforce-
ment activities, reading specialists introduced and used a content-
oriented approach to reading. This approach called for the teaching of
reading in the conteéxt of specific subject aréas, such as social studies
or science. While this approach was used at all grade levcls, it was

most prevalent at the fifth grade level.

The communication betweea the regular classroom teachers and Spe-
cial Emphasis staff appears to have improved over the operation of the
program. The relationship between each classroom teacher and the read-
ing specialist assigned to his or her class was individualized. That
is, the reading specialist and the specific classroom teacher mutually
agreed to procedures for implementing Special Emphasis instruction--

rather than following a prescribed schoolwide system.

64
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Use of Materials

The instructional program at this site was based upon the use of
the basal reading series (X-3, Bank Street Readers; 4-~5, Holt, Rinehart,
Winston, and Houghton Mifflin; 6, Holt, Rinehart, Winston). A locally
devised management system was developed for use in conjunction with
the Bank Street Readers. Guided by publisher information, project
personnel identified the sequential skills covered by the basal series.
Next, they selected workbook pages to be complated by students and
graded by staff. A score of 80% or above indicated student mastery
of a particular skill. Students who failed to meet this criterion
were guided through an alternative series of activities and retested.
Records of each student's progress were maintained by the classroom
teachers and specialists. DISTAR materials were also a component of
this program for first grade. Students in grades 3-5/6 used commer-
cially available reading collections as part of their reading program.
Aside from the muznagement system used by the project school, materials

used on conducting the reading program were the same at both schools.

Inservice Training Program

Inservice training opportunities in the form of workshops were
~available to teachers at the¢ treatment school. These were provided by
the project director, readig specialists, and, in 1976-77, by an out-
sidg consultant who conducted several sessions for which college credit
was given. Participation was voluntary. Fewer than half of the class-
room teachers attended these workslops and reported they were ‘"somewhat"
helpful in enabling them to carry out their classroom reading activities.
Questionn..ires were administered to the staff inviting their input re-
garding content for the workshop sessions. Topics covered included
interpersonal relatioas, implementation of a diagnostic~prescriptive
approach to teaching reading, teesching reading in the content areas,

diagnosis of reading problems, and motivational activities.
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Summer Frogram

In 1978, the Michigan project ran a l7-day summer program. The
program ran from 9 AM to 12 PM and consisted of 160 minutes ¢f reading
instruction or reading-related activities followed by a 20-minute super-

vised lunch. Enrollment was 148, with attendance averaging 120 daily.

The program's objectives were:

. To retain skills through review and reinforcement activities.
. To diagnose student needs and individualize instruction.
. To focus on comprehensicn skills.

Four reading specialists, five teachers (including a librarian and gym
teacher), and nine paraprofessionals were employed. Each specialist and
teacher handled four groups of 10-20 students for 40-minute pe;iods. No

volunteers participated in the program.

Teacher-made and commercially-developed materials were used along
with paperbacks and filmstrips. Students also made books for use during

the svmmer. Basal read:rs were noi :sed.

The summer program was informal, and its thread of continuity with
the regular school year program was the stress on comprehension skills.
The project director basically served as a facilitator, assisting in the
planning of special events, and as manager/administrator, assuring the

timely processing of staff payroll and the availability of supplies.

A unique feature of this program was the way in which library and
gym periods were directly related to reading instruction. Students par-
ticipated, on a rotating basis, in 40-minute library or gym periods 4 -
days of the week. In addition, they could earn an extra gyw. pexiod

based on their performance during the week. The extra gym period was

used as a motivational device.

In 1979, Michigan ran a 20-day summer program. Students attended
school from 9 AM +o 12 PM, with instructional periods from 9 to 11:30

M. A 30-minute lunch, supervised by teachers in the classrooms, foliowe..

Enrollment was 126.
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Program objectives for 1979 were:

® To review and reinforce student skills.
o To extend and enrich skills of students at grade level.
° To provide opportunity for recreational reading.

The staff for this program was reduced and, unlike the pregram of the
previous year, was strictly academic. Two reading specialists, five
regular classroom teachers, and seven aides comprised the staff. The
district-level decision to conduct a sSummer program was made after
students had been dismissed on the last day of the regular school year.
The appointed staff was contacted over the weékend and requested to
report on the following Monday. No program had been planned; no special
activities were provided. Several days into the program, the onsite
program supervisor was informed that he had a budget of approximately .
950 for materials. An alternative workbook series served as the curric-
ulum guide and source of instruction and activitiec. A limited selection
of books from the school library was placed in each classroom. Table

4.10 provides a summary of program stacistics -for 1978 and 1979.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The following discussion focuses on the adherence of the Michigan
project to the USOE guidelines for Special Emphasis.

This site assigned a full complement of reading specialists to
se%ve students at the project school. All first and second graders
were covered as stipulated in the guidelines. Michigan, however, did
not provide for instruction of all third through sixth graders Laving
reading problems. Lack of compliance was acknowledged and brought to
the attention of USOE by site perconnel, According to data supplied
by the site, third through fifth grade students received 30 minutes
of daily reading instruction. This was below the minimum time required
by project guidelines (40 minutes).

The evaluation team considered the summer program for project

year 1977-78 an outstanding effort. Largely due to the effc~ts of the
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TABLE 4.10

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: MICHIGAN

Program Duration

Vasks
Hours per day

Instructional hours in reading
and reading-ralated activities
(hours per day)

Total School Enrollment
Summer School Enrollment
Parcent of Total Enrollment
Teacher/Adult-Student Racio

Staff
Raading Specialists
Teachars
Aldes
Librarians
Gyn/Art Teacher
Volmuct.'

Suxzmer 1978

2.75

670

148

22

1:8

O K M- W W >

Sunmar 1979

602

126

21

1:9

O O C uw u»uw N

+ ‘
Voluntsers not included in computing Teschar/Adult~Student Ratio.
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head reading specialist, trips, lunch, library activities, and physical
education were integraced into the instructional program. The 1978-79
summer program was strictly reading instruction. No planning preceded
the effort and direction regarding program goals and an operzting budget
was never specified. The individual assigned to administer the program
was unfamiliar with Special Emphasis.

The inservice program in Michigan was unclear from the evaluation
data. Some training sessions were held. However, they were poorly
attended and poorly received by the teachers. Participation in program
planning did not extend beyond the district principal reading specialist
levels. No attempt to draw additional groups into the planning process
was noted. From teacher comments, it appears that the greatest handicap
of this particular project was the lack of dialogue and consensus on
program objectives. Teachers, reading specialists, and the project
director inheriting this project agreed that goals and objectives for

this program had never been clearly formulated and articulated.

A skill mastery record keeping system existed in Michigan,
independent of Special Emphasis. An outstanding feature of thig project
was the well matched treatment and comparison groups. Other project
guidelines, including diagnostic testing, achievement testing, and
the availability of test results to parents or guardians were met.
Activities to stimulate interest in reading which included the partici-
pation of teachers, administrators, parents, and students were not

observed or reported by site personnel.

The evaluation study team encountered resistance to the prescribed
procedures for test administration at this site. This problem is
documented in Appendix G. Project personnel cooperated fully with
efforts to correct coding problems. Table 4.11 reports the response

rates for the various data collection instruments.

'
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TABLE 4.11

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site: HICHIGAN

1977-78 . 1978-79

Specisl Ewphsain Comparinon Special Emsphansin Compar inon

Number of X of Nurher of T of Humber of T of Numher of Z of
[Respondente | Population | Respondents | fopulstion | Respondents | Population |_Respondents | Fopulation

reoject Dicector 1 100 N/A 0 ) WA

Principsl -1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100
Tescher 23 100 E3 8 95 17 89 15 100
Resding Spectsliist 6 100 1! 100 4 67 - 1 100

Clamnificetion of
Teaching Practices:

Tenchers ) 22 s 20 91 s 79 15 oy

Reading Specizlists 1 17 1 100 3 83 1 100
Librerien 1 100 0 0 1 100 \ 100
Student - Crads 3 99 " a9 95 93 1 100 100 77
Student - Grades -6 264 a7, 239 a8 205 91 170 T2
Pareut 333 - 412 - 444 - 289 -

Student Inlormation I
thecklist 637 98 SA3 99 602 100 515 100

N/A = Not Applicable

In summary, Michigan experienced difficulty in implementing a
project which met established guidelines. This site was out of com-
pliance in the following areas:

° Treatment of all third through fifth/sixth graders having

reading problems.

) Minimum of a 40-minute reading instruction period for third
through fifth/sixth grade students.

e Broad-based participation in program planning.

e Broad-based participation in activities developed to stimu-

late interest in reading.

¥ MY T‘l ’..' - o _l & Ui ﬁ
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Special Features

The role of reading specialists at this site was to implement the
regular school developmental reading program. Thus, opportunities to
employ their expertise and creativity were limited somewhat by the pre-
scribed basal program. The wide variety of reading specialist-classroom

teacher teaming modalities was a unique feature of this site.

Special Circumstances

According to the project director, the project was not able to
serve all children, grades 3 through 6, who were reading one or more
years below grade level because of staff time constraints. While this
situation rendered this project out of compliance with USOE guidelines,
the USOE and project personnel agreed upon a level of participation to
include only students in the lowest 20% of each grade 3-6 to receive
Special Emphasis instruction. Table 4.12 summarizes participation and
enrollment data for 1977-78 and 1978-79.

TABLE 4.12
*
TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site : MICHIGAN

Proiect Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total % Served By Total X Served By
Enrollment ‘Specisl Emphasis | Enrollment Special Emphasis
Grade 1 131 100 120 100
Grade 2 125 100 117 | 100
Grade 3 111 26 130 23
Grade 4 104 33 112 27
Grade 5 93 17 113 27
Gud_c 6 106 23 - -

-
Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnazire.

Parent involvement was nonexistent in eicther planning or operating
the program. An informal awareness effort was undertaken by distribut-
ing informational literature at the school open house. The Special
Emphasis staff attempted to involve parents by preparing materials to

assist them in working with their children at home.
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The relationship between the project school and comparison school
was poor due to the lack of communication regarding rationale, duration,
and procedures for the comparison school's participation in the study.
In addition, some teachers in the comparison school felt that testing
procedures and the testing schedule imposed by the Special Emphasis
staff were disadvantageous to their students. Teachers at the compari-
son school also expressed resentment over the extra work when they and

their students received no benefits.

Summary .
The strengths of the Michigan project were the comparability

between the treatment and comparison schools, the experienced staffs,
the generally flexible working relationship between the reading
specialists and the classroom teachers, and the 1977-78 summer program.
Obvious limitations on the experimental design were the project's lack
of consensus objectives, the problems in following prescribed testing
procedures, and the project's inability to serve the entire target group
of readers in grades 3 through 6. The diversion of prdject resources tc
the participating private school may have compromised project effective-

ness.

There was no evidence that the original objectives set for the
project had been met. The project director indicated that students in
the project school had improved on the district's standardized tests,
though he made no claim that they had gained 1 month's growth for each
month in the project.
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OHIO

Background
Both the experimental and comparison schools at the Ohio site

lie less than 1 mile apart in a downtown fringe area of a large
industrial city. Two major problems confronted the public schools of
this city during the Special Emphasis Project. First, the Ohio ban on
deficit spending caused severe budgetary constraints. Second, a court
order to desegregate schools forced majcr staff and student shifts

among schools.

The staff at the Ohio site had'initially embraced the opportunity
Special Emphasis afforded to pilot a new approach to their reading
curriculum. The project received strong central office support and pef-
severed despite overwhelming local problems. Although the project’ con-
tinued to operate during the 1978-79 school year, GRC, with the concur-
rence of ﬁSOE, decided to drop the site from the evaluation because of
insurmountable problems, namely, the closing of the comparison school
and a lengthy teacher strike. Therefore, the description of this
Special Emphasis Program and discussion of its impact covers the period
of operation from spring 1977 to fall 1978.

Project Schools

'  The treatment and comparison schools at this gite were fairly
well matched in terms of size and the socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics of students. There were 301 students in the treatment
school and 233 students in the comparison school (grades 1 through 6).
The population of the area in which the schools are located is urban,
predominantly white, and transient. Children transferred frequently
between the two schools. Between 66% and 72% of the two schools'
families received public assistance funds. Interestihgly, neither
school received Title I runds. Table 4.13 summarizes student enrollment
data.



TABLE 4,13
ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: QHIO
School: Special Euphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 . 1977-78 1978-7¢
Nuaber of Students 301 N/A 233 N/A
By Sex:
Male 49% - 48% -
Fenale 51% - 52% -

By Racial/Ethnic Catagorias:

Black 1z - - -
White 89% - 887 -
Hispanic 8% - 72 -

Other or uncategorized 22 - 5% -

Students Raceiving Frae or
Reduced-Price Lunch 662 - 72% -

Students for Whom English
is a Second Language 9% - 102 -

Students Absent More
iusn 252 5% - 112 -

Rounding estimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

New principals were assigned to the treatment and comparison
schools in the fall of 1977; both had a positive orientation toward
Special Emphasis. The comparison school staff had fewer classrqom
teachers due to its lower enrollment. However, averége class size was
nearly identical (30 at the treatment, 29 at the comparison). A higher
proportion of comparison school teachers had master's degrees. Likewise,

the level of experience was higher for the comparison school teachers.
Table 4.14 provides a comparison of staff characteristics at each school.
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TABLE 4.14
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Sits: OHIO
School: Special Emphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Teachers ) 10 - 8 -
Teachars with Graduate Degrees 11z - 292 -
Averaga Teacher Experience : 14 yrs. - 20 yra. -
Averige Number of Students/Clase 30 - 29 -

Facilities and services in the two schools were disparate. The
project school occupied a modern building with ample library space,
a new gymnasium, a cafeteria, and playground. Supplementary services
were provided by a'échool nurse, a speech and hearing specialist,
and a school district psychologist. Additional tutoring in reading
was available from a learning disabilities speclalist, and the school
librarian provided supplementary enrichment activities. In contrast,
the comparison school was in an old but well maintained building.
There was no learning disabilities specialist, psychologist; or school
nurse. The librarian's role was limited to providing reading materials

and guidance to classroom teachers.

The treatment and comparison schools were adequately supplied
with books, instructional materials, and audiovisual equipment. However,
it appears that the quantity and quality of these resources were greater

at the treatment school.
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Except for Special Emphasis, the reading programs at the treatment
and comparison schools were similar. The regular classroom reading
program in both schools was based upon the school's basal reading series
(Houghton Mifflin for grades 1 through 3, and Harcourt Brace for grades
4 through 6). A district-wide management system was employed in each

school to monitor student progress. The system was locally developed

and spanned grades 1 through 6.

A survey of teaching styles in the respective schools, based on
the Classification of Teaching Practices instrument (Table 4.15),
revealed a close similarity between the two. If any differences existed,
the comparison school teachers as a group were slightly more diagnostic-
prescriptive and slightly more flexible than the Special Emphasis school
teachers. According to responses on the teacher questionnaire, no
comparison school teachers utilized large group instruction as a major

strategy, whereas 40Z of the teachers in the Special Emphasis did.

TABLE 4 .15

CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES
Site : OHIO

1977-78 1978-79
Teaching Special Special
Orientation hasis Comparison Embhasis Comparison
. S £ N 2 | B 2% I
Disgnostic Approach .
Diagnostic~
Preacriptiva 6 60 -5 71 DATA NOT
.- +. AV, L
“aisctie : 4 40 2 29 ALLpBLE
Whole Class 0 1] 0 0
- {Managemant Style
Structured 8 80 5 71 DATA NOT
Eelectsc 2 20 2 29 AVAILABLE
Flexible 1] 0 1] 1]

®
Based on the aoumber of classroom teachers responding.

+1'h. designation "Eclectic" indicates a teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.

6
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The staff of the comparison school in Ohio expressed dissatisfac-
tion with its involvement in the Special Emphasis Project. Staff members
complained that little effort was made to explain the project and their -

role in it or to provide sufficient advance notice of testing dates.

The Special Emphasis Program

The objectives for the Ohio Special Emphasis Project were:

° Reading specilalists/teachers will provide reading instruc-
tion for all children in grades 1 through 2 and for children
with reading problems in grades 3 through 6.

° Pre- and inservice training will be provided throughout
the project period for professionals and other assigned

adults in project schools.

) Project staff will implement a 4-week summer program for

children enrolled in project schools.

Data in Table 4.16 indicate that this project was not serving all first

and second grade students as required by Special Emphasis guidelines.

TABLE 4.16
- *

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL
451:& QHIO

Project Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79

Total X Served By Total Z Served By
Enrollment Special Emphasis | Enrollment Special Emphasis
Grade 1 59 47
Grade 2 33 58 DATA NOT
AVAILABLE

Grade 3 44 73
Grade 4 50 50
Grade 5 46 39
Grade 6 46 67

*
Based on Experimental School Principal Ouestionnaire.
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At the outset, it should be noted that events and conditions at
this site crippled the Special Emphasis Project. District-wide budgetary
problems, staff reassignments, and ambiguities in status had demoralized
the entire staffs at bcth schools. Reassignment of substantial numbers
of students at the project school and the closing of the comparison school
precluded evaluation efforts after fall 1978. Within the program, the

Agreatest handicaps were lack of staff continuity (both reading teachers
received termination notices in spring 1978 and two teachers having
seniority replaced them) and erratic instructional periods due to
teacher strikes. When schools finally reopened in fall 1978, Special
Emphasis instruction continued. However, the student and staff popula-
tions at the project school were donsiderably altered, and the evalua-

tion was discontinued.

A nonpublic school waz a nominal participant in Special Emphasis
at this site. Cne veading specialist and an aide provided services to
this school. No data were collected from the specialist, and the SDRT

was never administered to these Special Emphasis students.

The overall instructional design of the Ohio project focused on
a language experience approach to reading. Special Emphasis attempted
to address the student's minimal language facility and, in so doing,
complement the existing classroom developmental program in reading.

The program stressed four principles:

° Expanding complexity, flexibility, and precision of
language and thought

. Modeling new language patterns
o Eliciting children's use of new lauguage
° Providing specific praise for use of precise language

Project Staff

A full-time project director with no other regularly assigned
responsibilities served this project. The director's primary function

was to set guidelines for the conduct of the program. 1In addition,
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she .:1 and ordered necessary materials and supplies. A full-time
project secre.. ass! ted the director with administrative and record

keeping tasks.

Two reading teachers provided reading instruction at the treatment
school. Neither had a graduate degree nor experience as a reading teacher
prior to Special Emphasis. Their responsibilities included: screening,
testing, diagnosing reading problems, and assigning children to groups
on the basis of their reading skills. One of these teachers assisted
in the planning and delivery of the inservice training program. While
reading teachers reported that they met weekly with classroom teachers
to vlan instructional activities, this was not corroborated by classroom
teachers. According to the latter, they typically conferred with the

reading teachers once or twice a month.

Three aides participated in the program. They were involved in
record keeping, materials development, and remedial reinforcement

activities. They were hired by the project director and trained by

the reading teachers.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Each reading teacher was located in a classroom imaginatively
organized into various learning centers and an area suitable for group
instruction. Upon arrival, students participated in a 20-minute group
instruction period. They were then assigned to particular learning

stations for independent or small group reinforcement activities.

First and second graders came to the reading teachers' classrooms
for instruction each morning and spent about 40 minutes with the reading
teachexr daily. In the afternoon, third through sixth graders in groups
numbering 10-12 reported to the reading teachers' classroom. These
students were selected from their regular classrooms on the basis of
their skiil deficiencies. Each student participating in Special
Emphasis returned to his or her classroom with a daily follow-up activity.

This was a unique effort to inform classroom teachers and integrate

79
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them into the Special Emphasis Program. In general, the classroom
teacher was the students' primary reading instructor, with tha: reading

teacher acting in a reinforcement and supplemental role.

Use of Materials

Instructional aids utilized in the Ohio program included the
overhead projector, a tachistoscope, tape recorders, and controlled
reader. Listening stations, record players, and a movie projectof
were also used. Games, kits, trade books, and teacher developed learn-
ing aids were integrated into the instructional ~rogram. Students

appeared to find Special Emphasis classes appealing.

Inservice Training Program

Teachers at the project schools (public and private) were offered
inservice training opportunities. According to questionnaire responscs.
they spent up to 4 hours per month in training. Inservice activities
were planned and presented by the project director and one of the
Special Emphasis reading teachers. The sessions were characterized
as having marginal value by about half of the staff who attended and

respznded.

Summer Program

The 1978 Special Emphasis summer program in Ohio ran for & weeks,
of fering diversified reading activities over a 3-hour period. Basic

objectives were:
) To reinforce and continue instruction in the skill areas
covered during the regular school year.
e To offer enrichment for those students not participating
in Special Emphasis during the regulzr school year.

Approximately 70 students were served including those in the public

treatment ‘school and the participating private school.

.....



Two reading specialists and four aides were employed by this
program. The students were divided into two groups, one composed of
first and second graders, the other of third through sixth graders.
Each reading specialist handled both groups at different 1 1/2 hour
periods in the day. Reading specialists spent 15 minutes of each day
giving reading instructions to the four aides, who also received
additional training in weekly staff meetings.

The design for the summer program was determined and structured by
the staff. While commercially prepared kits were used to some extent in
the teaching of reading, teachers relied more heavily on materials which
they developed themselves. Predeveloped materials used by teachers
consisted of individualized reading kits and creative writing kits,

Prior to the end of the regular school year, children were tested
for skill mastery and informal classroom teacher assessments were solicited.
The summer program then followed up on needs of individual students identi-
fied by these assessments. Informal diagnostic probes were made at the

end of the summer to chart student progress.

The project director's role was pPrimarily one of coordination and
administration. The direect .r also served as a substitute teacher when

necessary.

Noteworthy features of the summer Program were the focus on creative
expression ss well as the emphasis on skill application. Summer program
statistics for 1978 are presented on Table 4.17.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

Data from the Ohio site were reviewed to assess adherence to the
implement#tion guidelines during the 1977-78 project year--the last

year Ohio was included in the evaluzation.
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TABLE 4.17
SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: OHIO

Summer 1978 Summer 1979

Prograz Duration

Weeks 4.0 DATA NOT

Hours per day 3.0 AVAILABLE
Instructional hours in reading
and reading-related activities
(bours per day)
Total School Enrollmcat 301
Sumner School Enrollmant 70

»

Percent of Total Enrollment 23
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio 1:12
Staff

Reading Specialists 2

Teachers ]

Addes i 4

Librarians 0

Gym/Art Teacher Y

Volunteers 0

-

" .
This parcentsge is slightly inflated by the participation of some students
from the private school Special Emphasis Program.
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This project had two reading teachers working in the treatment
school during the 1977-78 project year. All first and second graders
were purported to be served, however, data previously presented do not
support this claim., It is not known whether respondent error accounts
for the less than 100% barticipation at the first and second grade
levels. The minimum instructional period of 40 minutes was met, A
creative summer 1earning program was c¢perating during the 1977-78
project year. Inservice training consisted of informal sessions pro-
vided by the project director and one of the reading teachers. Program
planning and/or participation in the Ohio project did not extend
beyond the school district and school staff levels. Broad-based par-
ticipation was to be a ﬁajor thrust during 1978-79, but Ohio was not
included in this study that project year. A skill mastery record
keeping system adopted by the school district was used in Special
Emphasis. Diagnostic reading test results were available for teacher
use at this site as were achievement tests and by classroom teachers,
were available to interested parents and guardians. The Ohio project
attempted to stimulate parent interest in the development of student
reading skills through a program focused on parental games and activi-
ties which contributed to the enhancement of reading skills. Lack
of interest and participation persuaded project staff to discontinue
this program following the initial session. Except for a marked
difference in physical facilities and slight disparity in the available
instructional materials, as previously noted, the schools at this site

were comparable.

The Ohio site was supportive of the evaluation effort. Due to
circumstances beyond the control of pProject personnel, all testing
pProcedures could not be honored. Table 4.18 reports response rates

for the varlous data collection instruments.
The Ohio project appears to have adhered to all USOE guidelines

except for some question with regard to participation by students

in grades 1 and 2.
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TABLE 4.18

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

slte: oH1O

1977-18 1978-19
Special Emphanis Comparinm Specinl Emphasin Compariann

Mimber of X of Nomber of X of Number of Z of Number of Zaof "~

Respondents | Population _Respandents | Population | Respondents | Population | Renpoudents | Population
Croject Director 1 100 N/A
rrincipal 1 100 1 100
Teacher 10 100 7 88
Reading Specialist 2 100 N/A

Clannification of
Teaching Practices:

Teachersn 10 100 7 88
Reading Specisliwts u 0 N/A
Lidbrarian i 100 1 100
Student -~ Grade 3 42 93 44 92
Student - Gradew 4-6 129 89 93 98
Pareat 124 - 149 -

Student Information '
Check List 293 98 233 100

N/A = Not Applicadle

Special Features

There was no evidence of parent involvement at this site through
spring 1978. Some parents were aware of the program from references

L]

at PTA meetings.

The potential at this site for significant Special Emphasis
impact on reading skills appeared to be high. A full-time project
director, creative reading teachers, abundant materials and equipment,
and a skill mastery management system were exemplary features. However,
the acceptance and integration of Special Emphasis within the schools
appeared to be handicapped by the lack of classroom teacher input and
participation.

T
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Special Circumstances

An interesting feature, unique to this site, was the concern for
the confidentiality of questionnaires. Several classroom teachers
hand delivered their completed forms to the evaluators, as did the
reading teachers. This concern is apparently related to the critical

nature of their comments regarding the program.

The general atmosphere at the Ohio site was one of uncertainty.
Desegregation and budgetary issues had everyone speculating about
future assignments and status. Disgruntled teachers at the comparison
school filed a union grievance over their role as administrators of
the SDRT. Unable to await resolution, the projeét director and a
school district reading supervisor administered the SDRT in this school.

-~

oummar

The strengths of the Ohio project were the central office leader-
ship and support, the creativity of the two reading teachers, and the

unifying focus of the language experience approach to reading instruc-
tion.

The problems were many. In addition to the external influences
of budget cuts, teacher reduction layoffs, and desegregation orders
which affected staff morale, problems internal to the project site
also impinged upon the project. The resentment and lack of cooperation
on the part of comparison school teachers increased the possibility
of experimental contamination. Although the Special Emphasis class—
room teachers appreciated the presence of thez reading teachers, they
felt excluded from the planning process and thus not a part of the

program.

0f the goals initially set by the Ohio project, tﬁe first, to
serve all; was not met; the second, inservice training, was met; and
the 4-week summer program was also met. These goals, however, were
simply stztements of Special Emphasis regulations.
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TENNESSEE

Background

The Tennessee project schools are located in the rural outskirts
of a metropolitan area. Many of the families in the area have had
little contact with the urban environment and are culturally distant
from the newer families moving into the area as a result of urban sprawl.
The school district, which served the greater suburban area, was experi=-
encing rapid growth. An ambitious building program and staff recruitment
effort were attempting to keep pace. Alarmed by the increasingly poor
performance of its students on standardized reading tests and disappointed
in the results of Title I, the district applied for a Special Emphasis
grant. Working on the hunch that the key to improving student performance
was teacher per formance, the project director placed strong emphasis
on staff development and on the formative role of the reading specialists
in the regular classroom. The project was characterized by a thorough

application of project guidelines and strong project administration.

Project Schools

The Special Emphasis school is located in a well-maintained older
building. Its traditional structure housed a traditionally structured
educgtion program. Each self-contained classroom averaged 29 students
during the 1978-79 gschool year.

In contrast, the comparison school is housed in a new building
featuring an open space environment. However, teachers separated‘their
individual class units by using barriers such as book cases and potfable
blackboards. Classes averaged 23 in this school during 1978-79, consider-

ably fewer than the experimental school.

Both schools served kindergarten through eighth grade students;
however, all enrollment and staff data gathered for the purposes of
this study were for grades 1| through 6. Students in the two schools
came from the same geographical area and eventually attend the same

high school. The experimental school enrollment was larger than the
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compariscn school's; there was also a higher percentage of black students
in this population than at i:he comparison school. Both schools qualified
for, and received, Title I services. Table 4.19 summarizes student
enrollment data for school years 1977-78 and 1978-79. No significant

changes were noted from one year to the next.

TABLE 4.19
ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Sice: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis Comparison
Project Yaar: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Students 335 314 213 207
By Sex:
Male 51% 50% 55% £5%

Fenmale 492 50% 452 45%

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black 74% 712 s2% 537
White 262 292 48% 47%
Hispanic - - - -
Other or uncategorized * * - *

Studants Receiving Free or
Reduced=Price Lunch 812 792 73% 627

Students for ¥hom English
is a Second Language - * - *

Students Absant More
Than 252 5% 27 22 4z

*
Less than .52

Rounding estimates are responsible for column cotals below or above 100Z.
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The staff of the experimental school was slightly larger than
the comparison school's staff. Experimental teachers had twice as
much teaching experience as comparison school teachers, who were appar-
ently younger and more recently trained. The percentage of teachers
holding graduate degrees, however, was almost identical. Table 4.20
summarizes staff characteristics for school years 1977-78 and 1978~

79. These data show little change over this time period.

TABLE 4.20
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Sicte:TENNESSEE

School: Special Exmphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977~-78 1978-79
Number of Teachers . i'z 11 S 9
Teachers with Graduate Degrees 21% 362 202 33
Average Teacher Experience 16 yrs. 15 yrs. 7 yrs. 7 yrs.
Average Number of Students/Class 28 29 24 23

ﬁxcluding Special Emphasis staff, the experimental school had
a total of three reading specialists~-one Title I and two funded by
the Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA). The comparison school
- had two reading specialists~-one Title I and one ESAA. Both schools
had the services of a librarian, nurse, speech teacher, physical educa-

tion teacher, psychologist, and social worker. In addition, the com~

parison school had a music teacher on its staff.
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Both schools had classroom aides assisting with reading instruc-
tion. There were five aides in the experiméazél school; each reading
specialist had an aide and grades K through 3 shared two aides. The
two reading specialists at the comparison school each had an ajde.
These two aidc¢s also worked directly with classroom teachers as time

and needs dictated.

A comparison of the reading programs at these two schools reveals
notable differences. During the 1977-78 school year, the treatment
school used DISTAR as its primary instructional strategy. This program
monitors student progress through skill levels; regrouping based’ upon
outcome measures takes place frequently. A basal text was used as
a supplementary resource. In 1978-79, DISTAR and the basal were installed
as co-equals. On the other hand, the primary instructional strategy
at the comparison school was the basal text series through 1977-78.
In 1978-79, DISTAR was ‘introduced in the comparison school and used

in conjunction with the basal.

Neither school had a wealth of materials or equipment for use
in reading instruction. Teachers generally had the district-adopted
text, DISTAR materials, and some audiovisual equipment at their disposal.
They improvised or created other teaching materials for use with their

students.

With respect to the instructional orientation of the teachers
(Table 4.21), teachers in both schools claimed to take a diagnostic-
prescriptive rather than whole-class approach. By the end of the project,
both schools had a balance with respect to structured and moderately
structured teaching styles. A review of teacher questionnaires completed
in 1978 and 1979 reveals that a higher percentage of comparison school
teachers in 1978 used individualized instruction as a primary grouping
strategy than Special Emphasis teachers (45% vs. 14% in the treatment

school), waever, this difference evened out in 1979.
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TABLE 4.21
CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site : TENNESSEE

- 1977-78 1978-79

Teaching Special Special
Orientation hasis Comparison Ecphasis Comparison|

5z [ 8 2+ A O R 1.
Diagnoscic Approach
Diagnostic-
Prescriptive 10 91 8 89 9 82 8 89
Eclectic | : 1o 0 1 11 2 18 1" 1
Whole Class 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0

:#:

Management Style
Structured 9 82 s . 44 6 55 5 56
Eelectic T 2 18 3 4 5 45 4 44
Fiexible ' 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 0

*®
Based on the number of classroom teachars responding.

<l.'12'111 designation "Eclectic" indicates a teacting which ccmbines elements from
both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

. The overall objectives of the Tennessee project were:

L] To operate an intensive reading project that will facilitate

pupil growth and lend itself to evaluation.

) To operate a project which demonstrates a balanced, flexible
approach to teaching reading in the diagnostic-prescriptive

mode.

° To provide inservice training to instructional staff and

aides.
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] To encourage parent/community involvement by providirg
structured activities, information, and opportunities for

participation.

An additional objective was specified for the final project year:

to operate a project which will provide residual benefits once funding

ends.

The Tennessee project operated smoothly throughout its duration.
The treatment and comparison schools reported no major problems as
a result cof their participation in the study. However, the treatment
school found it difficult to schedule classroom and reading lab time
around the many other special programs operating in the school. Both
schools cooperated fully with the evaluation effort, diligently subscri-

bing to the testing protocol and coding requirements.

Iavolved in planning the overall reading program at the Tennessee
treatment school were the project director, the principal, reading
specizlists, and several teachers. On the individual class level,
reading instruction and student grouping were determined by the classroom

teacher and the respective reading specialist.

Prcject Staff

 Three reading specialists were assigned to the Special Emphasis
Project. Two were with the project throughout its duration; one turnover
occurred midway through the final year. All specialists had master's
degrees and a minimum of 8 years of teaching experience. One specialist
served grades 1 and 2. The remaining two, served grades 3 through
6.

Three aides served the project, one assigned to each specialist.
Aides were supervised by the reading specialists and the principal.
Formal training was provided through the Special Emphasis inservice

program and individually by each specialist. Aides' duties included
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preparation of instructional materials and small group remedial and
follow-up instruction. In addition, a clerical aide provided record

keeping and support services for the project.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

At the onset of the Tennessee project, reading specialists provided
intensive reading instruction independently of the classroom teachers.
Midway through the first year, the program was restructured to have
project personnel teach cooperatively with the classroom teachers.

This caused some confusion and delay in project services. However,

once the change was completed, the project operated smoothly.

Reading specialists and aides worked in pairs. Throughout the
morning, they moved from classroom to classroom to work with each class-
during its regularly scheduled reading period. During the afternoon,
groups of students reported to the specialists' classrooms where they
received corrective instruction in specific skills. As implemented
at this site, Special Emphasis was, in fact, serving most of the student
body. Table 4.22 summarizes project participation figures for project
years 1977-78 and 1978-79,

TABLE 4.22

*
TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL
Site: IENNESSEE

‘ Project Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total Z Served By Toczal Z Served By
Eorollment Special Esphasis | Enrollment Special Emphasis

Grade 1 54 100 48 100

Grade 2 53 1lo0 46 100

Grade 3 58 83 55 62

Grade 4 45 100 64 59

Grade 5 . 59 100 45 51 |

Grade 6 66 80 55 16 :
: |

*Based on Experimencal Schocl Principal Questionnaire.
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In grades 1, 2, and 3, a total of 90 minutes was devoted to reading
instruction daily. Of this time, half was in the classroom with the
teacher, reading spegialists, and aide present. The remainder was
provided by the specialist and aide in the reading lab. Grades 4,

5, and 6 received 105 minutes of language arts instruction each day
during which the classroom teacher, specialist, and aide jointly provided
a 45-minute period of reading instruction. Students requiring remedial
work went to the lab for an additional 45 minutes of instruction each
afternoon. The remain’ng language arts time was devoted to spelling,

grammar, etc.

As prescribed in the Special Emphasis guidelines, mastery of
reading skills was tracked for each student. Two record keeping systems
were employed. Overall progress was assessed by Individual Criterion .
Reference Tests (ICRT), compiled by Educational Development Corporation.
A multipage printout reflecting skill mastery and deficiency was avail-
able for each student. These skills were correlated to the school
reading program materials (DISTAR, Houghton Mifflin) to assist teachers
in keying their instruction to meet student needs. Houghton Mifflin
criterion referenced tests were regularly administered and student
skill mastery charted. This information was used to establish progress

and determine instructional needs.

Staff schedules provided daily planning periods for all teachers
and specialists. While these periods were not exclusively used for
planning reading instruction, reading specialists met at least weekly
with teachers to discuss progress and/or jointly develop imstructional
plans. For grades 1l through 4, assessment and information exchange
occurred daily on an informal basis. Coordination between specialists

and classroom teachers, as reported by both, was high.

Use of Materials

The major change introduced to the treatment school's reading
program during the Special Em;hasis Project was the use of DISTAR,

a reading instruction management system. Students in grades 1 through
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6 were exposed both to DISTAR's programmed materials and the basal
reading gseries (Houghton Mifflin). In some classrooms, the teacher
used the basal instructional program while the reading specialist or
aide used DISTAR; in others it was reversed. There was agreement among
teachers across all grades that the materials available for reading
instruction were adequate to serve student needs. In cases where there
were not enough items to permit each teacher to have his/her own, they
were willingly shared. However, teachers did express a preference

for individual student workbooks rather than the master ditto sheets

in use.

Inservice Training Program

In 1976-77, all teachers involved in the Special Emphasis Project
participated in inservice training. The foci for staff development
during this project year were: mastery of reading program objectives,
implementation of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to teaching reading,
interpretation of assessment and evaluation data, and the preparation
of support materials. The project director, reading specialists, and
principal collaborated on preparing and conduzting this orogram. 1In
addition, a weekly course, taught by an outside consultant, was provided.
The inservice programs ixn 1977-78 and 1978~79 were an extension of
the one held the first year, and all teachers participated. Teachers
reportéd that the inservice program was "somewhat helpful" in enhancing
their classroom reading instruction. The teacher inservice component
to Special Emphasis was one of the major factors motivating this project

site to apply for Special Emphasis funds.

Summer Program

The 4-week summer program conducted by the Tennessee site in
1978 was divided into a 4-day "work" week of intensive leafning from
8:45 AM to 12:00 PM and a 30-minute reading pzriod in the afternocn.
Fridays were activity days usually reserved for field trips. Event:
on activity‘days were incorporated into the language experience part

of classroom instruction. The program served 225 students.

94
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Program objectiv-s were:

° To retain and expand previously learned language and reading
skills.

° To promote skills development in areas of student deficiency.

[ To broaden student interest by providing enrichment activi-

ties and experiences.

° To provide teachers with an opportunity to experiment with

innovative teaching methods/approaches.

Staff was comprised of three reading specialists, who coordinated
and provided suvpport to classroom teachers; 13 teachers, who instructed
groups of 8 to 24 children; and three aides associated with the regular
school year program. Each day, one to three volunteers provided agsist4
ance to the arts and crafts classes. In addition, several teenage
girls, nct eligible to participate in the summer program, volunteered

their time as general aides.

Along with commercially prepared basic reading kits, teachers
used locally developed instructional materials selected from workshops
held durirtyg the school year. Much of the material chosen for the 1978
summer program focused on the development and/or.strengthening of compre-

hension and decoding skills.

Program plans were developed before and during 3 days of inservice
sessions with teachers. The summer program was an extension of the
regular school program. Progress in reading was to be determined by
comparing a student's spring Metropolitan Reading Test scores with

those obtained in the fall.

Supervision of the program was provided by the experimental school
principal and the project director. The principal was responsible
for administration, management of the buildings, supplies, and class
and bus scheduling. The project director served as trouble shooter
and spent much time with project staff during the planning phase, and

attended to central office administrative issues.
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Outstanding features of this program were its highly organized
strucfure, the active parent participation, the program's outreach
efforts to involve the nonactive parents, and the rewar of a paperback

book each week for participating students.
The Tennessee¢ summer program in 1979 was similar to the previous
year, except for a slight drop in enrollment. Three additional classroom

teachers were added and three fewer aides were hired.

A summary of summer program statistics for 1978 and 1979 is fourd
in Table 4.23.

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The Tennessee project was in compliance with all but one of the
established guidelines--the selection of matched treatment and comparison
schools. As noted, the schools differed markedly with respect to demo-
graphics, faculty, class size and facilities.1 In all other aspects,

this site was in compliance with the guidelines,

Tne project was staffed by three reading specialists who served
the éntire student bedy, grades 1 through 6. Students having reading
problems received additional attention. Instructional time exceeded
the 2inimum estaivlished in the guidelines and that received by students
in the comparison school. Test data, diagnostic and achievement, were
available to teachers and parents/guardians as prescribed in the project

guidelines.

1Recent studies on the influence of open space classrooms on student
Ooutcomes have been inconclusive, However, the studies do indicate
that teachers in these environments tend to differ from teachers in
conventional classrooms through sel<-selection in that they exhibit
more interaction with other teachers; have greater feelings of auton-
omy, satisfaction, and ambition; spend less time in —outine activi-
ties; and place greater importance on evaluation by their colleagues.
Data regarding differences in use of student-centered instruction
and variable size groups are not clear. See Carol S. Weinstein,

"The Physical Environment of the School: A Review of the Research."
Review of Educational Research, Fall 1979, 49: 4, 577-610.
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Site: TENNESSEE

Progra® Duration

Veeks
Hours per day

Instructional hours in reading
and reading-related activities
(hours per day)

Total School Enrollment
Suzaer School Earollment
Percent of Tntal Enrollment
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio

Stafs
Reading Specialiste
Teachars
Aldes
Librarians
Gyn/Art Taacher
V§1untq.tl‘

TABLE 4.23
SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Summer 1978

335

225

67

1:13

13

0 O w

3 (parents;‘
3 (studenis)

Summer 1979

314

190

61

1:9

15

o H w

3 {parents)
3 (students)

»
Volunteers not included in computing Teacher/Adult~-Student Ratio.
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A summer program was conducted each project year which included

the operation of an inexpensive book distribution program, broad-b.sed

community participation,

in reading.

and activities designed to stimulate interest

A formal inservice training program was designed to meet teacher

needs and included participation by an outside consultant. Reading

program planning included the participation of parents, aides, and
students in addition to those traditionally responsible for this task.

The skill mastery record keeping systems in use (DISTAR, Houghton Mifflin)
were initiated by Special Emphasis.

Project personnel were fully responsive to all evaluation study

requirements. Table 4.24 reports response rates to the data collection

instruments for each respondent group.

TABLE 4.24
EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Stter TRWMESSEE

1977-78 1978-79
Specinl Pmphasis Compart lson Special Eophanis Compat fnon
Nimher of 2 ol Muwber of 2 of Numher of 2 of Numher of 2 of
Asspondents | Population | Respondents | Population | Respondenta | Fopuiation Respondaute | Populntion
Project Director 1 100 N/A ] 100 N/A
Principal 1 100 1 160 1 o \ 100
3 -

Tascher 12 199 9 100 i1 100 9 100
Mesding Specieliat 6 100 2 100 [ 100 0 c0
Clasaification of
Tanching Practicen:

Teachece nu 92 9 100 1 100 100

Raoding Specialivte 1 ' 1 30 5 N0 0
Librerian 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100
Student - Grade ) 58 100 42 98 33 100 b 1] 100
Student - Cradee 4-§ 167 98 93 96 131 92 9 A7
Patent . 279 - 163 - 297 - 196 ~
Student Taformation 2 im
Checklist 27 9 209 I 306 97 07
R/A = Mot Appliceble ’

BE :S i "1 T p e =
e ~———
< 2 —~
- K o : I 3T
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Special Features

Special Emﬁhasis reading specialists served as resource persons
and role models throughout the pProj2ct. In addition to jointly planning
the reading program and actively participating in the regular classroom
instruction with the teachers, they provided remedial services, and

inservice training.

The school librarian reported performing a wider variety of tasks
with the beginning of Special Emphasis, regular contact with classroom

teachers, and more involvement in the school's instructional effort.

The Tennessee project attracted more parent support than any

other Special Emphasis site; in fact, more than the treatment school

had known before. Parents were regularly informed and updated about

the reading program and activities through a school newsletter. The
project director, principal, and reading specialists used PTA meetings
to inform and report to parents on the program. In addition, the school
open house and parent conferences provided opportunities to focus on

the project and student progress. The summer vacation reading program

was a vehicle for parent participation.

Special Circumstances

No special circumstances existed at the Tennessee site.

Summarz

The strengths of the Tennessee project were the strong organiza-
tional wanagement provided by the principal, the close planning and
coordination between reading specialists and the experimental school
staff, and provisions for staff development. Its weaknesses were
differences between the treatment and comparison school including
instructional setting, class size, instructional iaterials, and student
demographics.

By tﬁe end of the project, it was the consensus of project per-
sonnel and experimental school classroom teachers that the ocriginal
objectives set for the project had been achieved. According to these

staff, the most notable evidence was improvement in reading achievement
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on the locally administered Metropolitan Achievement Tests.1 Teachers
also reported that, by the end of the project, they were aware

of and were using a greater variety of teaching methods and materials
to meet student needs.

1C.M. Achilles, J. Ray, H. O'Leary, and H. Cr.mp, Analysis of the
Tennessee Special Emphasis Project, paper presented to the annual

meeting of the American Educational Research Association. San Francisco,
California, April, 1979,
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TEXAS

Background
The Texas project site is located on the outskirts of a large

urban area. Once rural, this community hns experienced rapid growth

in the last 15 years. The student population is almost 7 times larger
than it was 15 years ago. Although there is little industry to provide
tax support to the district, growth has been stimulated by the presence
of a large university, a medical center, and three military bases.

Projeciz Schools

The physical facilities of the treatment and comparison schools
are similar. Both school buildings are large, modern structures with
self-contained classrooms housing kindergarten through fifth grades.
The general upkeep of the buildings and grounds at both schools was
good. Students, grades K through 5, were served at each building.

A substantial number of students, between 39% and 50Z, at the
two schools was Hispanic. This was the only Special Emphasis site
requiring bilingual materisls and resources. Of the remaining student
population, the majority was white. Table 4.25 shows studont enrollment
characteristics for school. years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

*  The comparison school had more students and, consequently, more
classroom teachers than the treatment school. The level of experience
represented by the two faculties was almost identical. However, a
greater percentage of teachers at the treatment school had graduate degrees
than at the comparison school. The student-teacher ratio at both schools
was almost identical. Table 4.26 summarizes staff characteristics.

‘A full complement of specialists was assigned to both schools.
This included learning disabilities and reading specialists; speech,
music, ané physical education teachers; counsélors; and a part-time
nurse. Aides at each school, three at the treatment and two atr the com
parison, proviced gemeral assistance to kindergarten and special education.

teachers.
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TABLE 4.25

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS
Site: TEXAS

School: Special Emphasis Comarison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Students 561 538 638 611
By Sex:
Male 54% 522 S50% 492
Female 462 482 502 512
By Racial/Ethnic Categories:
Piack 52 52 9z 82
White 452 422 52% 442
Rispanic ) 482 502 392 46%
Other or uncategorized 22 4% R b 4 22
Students Receiving Free or
Reduced-Price Lunch 442 602 392 412
Students for Whom English
is a Second Language 162 182 122 172
Students Absent More
Than 252 ) 22 22 4% 42
l
Rounding estimaces are rasponsible for column totals below or above 1002,
TABLE.4.26
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS
Site TEXAS
School: Special Emphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1377-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Tsachers 21 21 25 23
‘Tenchcrs with Graduate Degress 192 252 122 92
] .
Average Teacher Experience 7 yrs. 6 yrs. 7 yrs. 8 yrs.
Average Number of Students/Class 26 26 26 27
2
4 -64
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Both schools received Title 1 services. An cral language program
operated at the schools and was funded through Title I. This was a pull-
outl Program serving thoss students experiencing oral communication
problems. The school Ais:i:ict had assigned a reading specialist to
each school. At the prci:

t school, this specialist worked in conjunc-

tion with the Special .i=: .asis project staff. At the comparison school,
this specialist was responsible for screening and testing students;
providing remedial, small group instruction; and acting as a consultant

to teachers, grades 1 through 5.

Each school used the Houghton Mifflin basal reading series. To
augment this material, teachers used commercially available kits, games,
trade books, programmed materials, workbooks, and audio materials. Both
schools had well supplied resource rooms. When asked if the materials
available for teaching reading were adequate to meet their students'’
needs, teachers at both schools overwhelmingly (70%) answered "yes."

The results of the Classification of Teaching Practices question-
naire (Table 4.27) showed consistent differences in the instructional
styles of the faculty in the Special Emphasis and comparison schoolg.
Project schoul teachers were more diagnostic-prescriptive in their
approach. A review of the data on the teachers' questionnaires showed
that project school teachers made greater use of small group instruction

than their comparison counterparts.

At the the Special Emphasis school, the regular reading program
was conducted within each teacher's classroom. Daily instructional
time amounted to 80 minutes for grades 1 through 5. At the comparison
school, a modified Joplin Plan utilizing specialty area teachers in

math, science, and language arts was followed. As part of this plan,

l"Pull—out'" refers to the practice of removing one or more students from
the regular classroom to receive special instruction or undertake
special activities.
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students were assigned to classes according to ability during their
reading period. Grades 1 and 2 spent 90 minutes in reading instruction
daily; grade 3, 75 minutes; and grades 4 and 5, 60 minutes.

TABLE 4.27
.CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES
Site : TEXAS
1977-78 1978-79
Teaching Special Spacial
Orientation Easphasis arison Eaphasis _ngmg;gg%
Xz " ® 0 v | ® zF | & _z¥
Diagnostic Approach
Diagnostic- ' :
Prascriptive 16 76 10 40 15 75 9 39
Eclectic * : 3 14 10 40 5 25 10 43
Waole Class 2 9 5 20 0 0 4 18
%=ﬁ==
" {Mana. t Style )
Structured 17 81 20 80 17 85 17 74
' |zerecese T 4 19 4 16 3 15 6 26
Flexible 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0

*uud on the oumber of classroom taschars responding.’

tnu designation "Eclactic" indicates 2 teaching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.

The Special Emphasis Program

The Special Emphasis Program at the Texas site set the following
goals at the outset of the project:

° To provide intensive reading instruction to all first and
second grade students by a reading specialist, classrcom
teacher, and aide.

° To provide instructional help by a reading specialist to
all third through sixth grade students experiencing diffi-

culty in learning to read or reading below grade level.
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® To increase teacher proficiemcy in diagnosing and pfescribing

the reading needs of students.

To accomplish this latter goal, a rigorous inservice training program
was conducted. In addition, during the final year of the prbject, this
site focused on reinforcing those approaches and practices which reading
specialists had modeled in the regular classroom. Classroom teachers
assumed greater responsibility for student grouping and managenent of
the reading program and activities.

Project Staff
The Texas project was directed by a schocl district reading super-
visor who also had numerous other responsibilities. Despite the limited

anount of time she devoted to project activities, her acministrative
and programmatic leadership was evident. Day-to-day coordination of

pProject activities was provided by the lead reading specialist. The
Project team consisted of six reading specialists, five aides, and one
clerk. As of fall 1978, all reading specialists had graduate degrees.

The Special Emphasis Tiecatment

Reading specialists at this site played a major role in the regu-
lar classroom readiﬂg program. In conjunction with first and second
grade classroom teachers, they planned the basic instructional approach,
grouped students, and conducted dailv instructional activities. They
salected and supplied materisls and equipment to enhance each classroom
program. An aide and specialist worked alongside the classroom teachers
dufing the regular reading period. In additiom, they returned to the
classroom in the afternoon to work with individuals or a small group
of students to reinforce learning. This arrangement necessitated a
high degree of cooperation and coordination between reading specialists
and primary grade teachers.

For. grades 3 through 5, reading specialists worked with small
groups of students in a lab-type classroom. Instruction was aimed at
correcting skill deficiencies. The regular classroom reading program

was conducted by the classroom teacher independently. Little evidence
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of coordination and/or planning between teachers and speclalists was
found in these grades. However, specialists attempted to keep teachers

informed of the progress of those students they served.

In addition to materials preparation, teacher aides worked with
small groups of students in grades 1 and 2. Students in grades 3
through 5 who needed remedial help received individualized attention

from project aides.

Table 4.28 shows the percentage of studeits of the total enrollment
served by Special Emphasis at the Texas site.

TABLE 4.28
TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL

Site TEXAS ’

—. Profect Yoar 1977-78 iroject Year 1978~79

Total % Served By Total ’ 2 Served By

Enro nt Special Ewphasis | Enrollment ° Special Emphasis
Grade 1 125 79 104 100
Grade 2 120 80 110 100
Grade 3 107 ' 47 126 45
Grade 4 100 50 98 35
Grade 5 90 - 62 | loo 48

*
Based on Experimentel School Principal Ouestionnaire.

Use of Materials

In Texas, the basal reading series was the major resource for
specialists working in grades 1 and 2. Teacher-developed and commercial
skill activities along with trade books were the primary resources for
specialists serving the higher grsdes.

10¢
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Audiovisual equipment used most frequently to supplement basal and
special reading materials included tapes and listening stations. Other
equipment less routinely used included movies, overhead projector,

language master, and tachistoscope.

The Texas site used a district developed skill mastery checklisgt
to track student progress. Following testing at the onset of the gchool
year, worksheets for each student were filled out reflecting skill
attainment. These worksheets were updated as the student progressed.
Reading specialists maintained a duplicate worksheet for students
receiving Special Emphasis instruction in grades 3 through 5.

Inservice Training

Aides received special training in conjunction with the project;
Training at the Texas site focused on diagnostic-prescriptive activi-
ties, design of motivational activities, development of instructional
materials, and specific skill development in small group settings.

Each aide received training in various kinds of remedial reinforcement
activit‘es. Aides appeared to. be very effective in performing the tasks
for which they had been trained.

All teachers at the project school participated in the inservice
training program. The 2C hours of instruction were designed to
answer specific program needs and emphasized: implementation of g
diagnostic-prescriptive approcch to teaching, preparation of support
materials, evaluation of student progress, and interpersonal relations.
Sessions were conducted by an outside consultant from a nearby university,
the project director, and several Special Emphasis reading specialists.
Teachers felt this training was '"somewhat helpful” in enabling them to
carry out their reading program activities.

The Texas project director conducted a training progiam for
interestea parents on ways they could hecome involved in the school

reading program and help their children. As a result; seven parents
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volunteered to assist at school. They helped design motivational
activities, developed materials, tutored students in other content areas,
and provided small group instruction in specific skill areas. Because
this school district was phasing out the employment of classroom aides,
it was hoped that tha parent volunteer could provide some services

which would otherwise be discontinued.

Summer Program -

The Texas site, which conducted a 4-week summer session, had
a total enroilment of 106 students in 1978. The program ran for 3 1/2
hours each day. This time was divided into 30-minute periods. Each
period, students participated in one of rhe following activities:
directed teaching of reading skills, language experience, listening
skills, independent readinz, skilis reinforcement, library or arts and
crafts period, énd physical education; Special activities, such as
field trips and special entertainment programs were held on Fridays. -

The objectives of the program were:

° To upgrade the reading level of childrern functioning
below grade level.

° To promote a positive attitude toward reading.

Teaching staff consisted of six reading specialists and six aides
from the regular school year. All aides had at least 1 year of college.
Twenty student interns from the University of Texas provided voluntees
support for the program. Interns, who were Juniors or Seniors majoring

either in educetion or reading, provided 2 hours of effort each day.

The staff developed some materials but ralied heavily on pre-
developed materials from Harcourt Brace, Houghton Mifflin, Scholastic,
and others: A number of audiovisual aids supplemented these instruc-
tional tocls. A skills test, devised by the school district, was
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administered to a child whenever a teacher felt that he/she had mastered
a skill. Attendance for the summer session was 20% of the school year

enrollment,

The 1979 summer program cocvinued the same format and schedule as
in 1978. The staff added one objective to those listed: to provide

students with additional instruction in comprehension and vocabulary
building.

Student interns did not participate in the 1979 summer reading
program. Program statistics for 1978 and 1979 are contained in Table 4.29,

Compliance with Special Emphasis Guidelines

The Texas project was reviewed for compliance with the legislation
and’ the USOE regulations and was found to be in compliance with the
major provisions and within the limitations cited for the recommended

provisions.

Reading specialists who met USOE requirements were assigned to
the project school. All first and second graders in 1978-79 received
instruction by the specialists and those having problems in reading
received additional aid from the specialists as well. Students in
grades 3, 4, and 5 having reading problems received instruction by
project personnel. Student instruction in reading exceeded minimum
tiﬁe requirements; however, at the comparison school, students in
grades 1 and 2 received a greater amount of instruction (10 minutes
daily). A summer program operated each project year as did a formal
inservice training program which utilized an oﬁtside consultant. Program
planning was largely a district administration task; little partfcipa-~
tion on the part of teachers or others occurred. Parents were involved
in the program as tutors. Diagnostic and achievement testing took place
on a systematic basis with the results available for teacher use.
Interested parents/guardians were notified that they could request
information and interpretation of their child's record keeping system.

Activities to stimulate interest in reading which involved students,
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TABLE 4.29
SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site IEXAS
Summer 1978 Summer 1979

Progran Duration

Weaks 4.0 4.0

Hours ver day 3.5 3.5
Instructional hours in reading
and reading related activities
(hours per day) 3.0 2.5
Total School Earollment 541 538
Sumaer School Earoliment 106 ‘ 123
Percent of Total Enrcllment 20 23
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio 1:3 1:10
Staff

Raading Specialists &

Teachers 0

Aldes 6 6

Librarians 0

Gyn/Art Teacher 0

Volunteers : 20 student interns

1ip
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parents, and hroad ased participation of school personnel and officiale
were neither reported nor observed. Treatment and compariscn schools
were fairly well matched, except for using disparate approaches to
reading instruction. Project staff extended their full cooperation

to the study team and to the evaluation effort. Incidental coding and
test administration errors occurred and were noted in Section 3.

Table 4.30 presents response rates for each of the respondent groups

in this site.

TABLE 4.30

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Sita: TEXAS
1977-18 ‘ 1978-19
Special Zaphosis Comparivon Special Iaphaaie Comparison
Nusber ot 2 of Nusber of X of Wuabas of X ot Nusber of X of

Kespondente | Fepulstion | Respondanta Population | Rewpundents | Populucion Respondgnsa | Yopulacton

fruject Lirectur 1 100 N/A 1 100 N/A

Pelpelpyl 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100
Tuschyr 2 ) e 25 100 20 s 23 100
Nemilng Spacigllac 7 100 1 S0 ? 100 2 100

Clasaificatton of
Teaching Pructicua:

Taachurs 21 100 25 100 20 95 23 ‘100
Neading Specle}lats 7 100 0 0 ? 100 . 0 0
Libearian 1 120 v 100 1 100 1 100
Stulong = Ceade 3 9y 91 124 95 126 100 118 94
Student - Grades 4-6 184 97 228 92 195 98 . 28 92

426 - 435 - 391 - . 438 -

Pacout

Studeat loaforsacion '
Clewck Ling $ia " 604 95 510 100 $11 100

N/A = doc Appliceble

. Special Features

The major thrust of the Special Emphasis project in Texas was
found in grades 1 and 2. Personnel and material resources were concen-
trated at these levels. Reading specialists and aides worked within

the structure of regular classroom units with the classroom teachers.

BEST 4+ »
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felt that their teaching responsibility had been usurped. Sensitive
to the hostility toward them and the project, the reading specialists
attempted to establish cooperative working relationships with the
teaghers they served. With the specialists confining their roles to
those that would complement the teacher.' skills, classroom teachers
were reassured of their own capability as teachers. Rather than the
reading specialists "running the show," teachers and specialists

planned and worked as a team.

During 1977-78, this new arrangement functioned smoothly. Teachers
accepted the presence of the reading specialist in the classroom and
accepted and integrated their suggestions, ideas, and advice regarding
classroom management, instructional techniques and practices, and the

us2 of materials. Reading instruction became a co-venture.

In 1978-79, project personnel made an effort to shift the full
responsibility of decision making and pianning with respect to reading
to the classroom tcacher. Reading specialists concentrated their efforts
on reinforcing the application of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach
to reading and on the deveiopment of creative learning and reinforcement
activities.

Strong administrative support, both from the district and the
experimental school principal, was evident. Keen interest in the
Special Emphasis Program and reading in general was also evident. Both
the experimental and comparison schosls had exceptiomnally well stocked
and w211 organized materials centers. These materials appeared to be

circulated and used by teachers in their reading programs.

Special Circumstances

The principal of the comparison school looked upon the Special
Emphasis projezt as a competition between his school and the experimental
school. However, the extent to which this influenced teachers and

students is not known.

112
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Due to misunderstanding, several coding and testing problems arose
over the course of this study. First grade students were not administered
subtests four and five of the SDRT during the spring 1978 testing. Coding
on staff questionnaires was incomplete in spring 1979 and student identi-
fication numbers were duplicated. This last error was corrected by

Project staff, thus salvaging the SDRT data.

The school district at this site offered an inservice training
Program for all teachers. Both mandatory and optional sessions were
held. Consequently, teachers at the comparison school received staff

development opportunities equal to those at the Special Emphasis school.

Summary

After its initial adjustment period, this project reflected a
high level of teamwork Letween the Special Emphasis staff members an&
between the staff and classroom teachers. The close collatoration
fosterad two objectives: reading specialists provided -instructional
support to the classrcom teachers, and specialists served as models for

reading attitudes and practices for teachers and students.

The Texas site met two of its three nbjectives stated at the
beginning of the project. By 1978-79, they were serving all first
and second grade students and those in grades 3 through 5 needing
special help. With respect to increasing teacher proficiency in diag-
nosing and prescribing the reading needs of students (the third objec~
tive), there are no definitive data. BHowever, 70% of the teachers_séw

improvement in their colleagues attitudes toward reading.
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WEST VIRGINIA

Background

A rural, mountainous, coal producing area of West Virginia is
the site of this Special Emphasis Project. The community is comprised
of close-knit groups who have resided in the area for many generations.
Mother-daughter, husband-wife combinations are on the faculty of schools
throughout the county, and district administrators aré'frequently related.
Although many of the schools Are in physically poor condition owing to

age and lack of care, the community regularly turns down school bond
referendums.

Project Schools

The Special Emphasis students were housed in a new building buiit
by the Federal Government and leased to the county under a flood control
relocation program. Well 1lit and ventilated space, a large gym,
separate cafeteria, spacious office area and lounge, and a deéignated
parking area were among its amenities. The building and grounds were
well maintained by the custodial staff and several students employed
by manpower funds. The newness of the facility notwithstanding, the
student population exceeded the capacity of the school causing over-
crowding and high student-teacher ratios.

) The comparison school population occupied an old building, in
obvious disrepair. ”Datk corridors, cracked tile floors, temperamental
utility and heating systems, and closet-size office and lounge areas
characterized the facility. As in the treatment school, the available
space was inadequate to serve the studeats who were in classes averaging
30 until the 1978--79 gchool year. At that time, the transfer of almost
152 of the student body to other district schools took the burden off
this facility and greatly altered class size.

Th; composition of the student body at both schools was stable.
Change in school assignment was due to administrative decision rather

than family mobility. Consequently, enrollment characteristics such
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as ethnic attachment and SES remained'fairly constant. These data are
displayed on Table 4.31.

TABLE 4.31
ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: T_VIRGINIA

School: Sbccm Emphasis Conparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Students 414’ 436 395 342
By Sex:
Male ) 532 532 52% 522
Femals 47% 472 48% 482

By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black - - - -
White 99z | 1062 1002 992
Hispanic * * - -
Othar or uacategorized - - - 12

Students Raceiving Ffree or
Reduced-Prica Lunch 742 622 542 562

Studants for Whom English .
is & Second Language - * - -

Students Absent More
Than 252 b7 4 &2 7% 72

*Lon than .5%
Rounding zstimates are responsible for column totals below or above 100%.

The staff at the treatment school experienced very little turn-
over durihg the course of this study. However, 5 of the 13 teachers
assigned to the comparison school in the fall of 1978 were new. As
a group, the teachers at each school had similar levels of teaching

r
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experience and education. Table 4.32 summarizes this data for school
years 1977-78 and 1978-79. Both schools had the services of similar
specialized staff; special education, speech, and physical education
teachers.

TABLE 4.32

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS
Site WEST VIRGINIA

School: Special Emphasis Comparison
Project Year: 1977-78 1978=79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Teachers 13 13 13 13
Teachers with Graduate Degraes 18% /2 202 82
Aversge Teacher Expariance 12 y;:: B ‘—;5 yrs. 13 yrs. 10 yrs.
Average Nunber of Studenta/Class 32 14 30 26

The teaching orientation of the teachers in the Special Emphasis
schgols, as illustrated in Table 4.33, was decidedly diagnostic-prescrip-
tive compared to the comparison school teachers, which, as a group,
tended to take a middle road between the diagnostic-prescriptive and
whole-class approach. A majority of teachers in both schools tended
to be structured rather than flexible in teaching style, with the proj-
ect school faculty reflecting a more structured style in 1978-79 than
in the previous year.

Although both schools were eligible for Title I services, no
Title I staff served the treatment school during the project. The
comparison school had one Title I teacher serving the remedial needs *

of students throughout grades 1 through 6. Due to the scarcity



of space, the Title I teacher had no assigned room in iue building and
most often worked in the hallway with small groups of children. Reading
remediation was the focus of Title I during 1977-78, math during 1978-79.
Four Title I aides were assigned to the comparison school: two assisted
in kindergarten, oune in the special education class, and one assisted

teachers in grades 1 through 8 with reading.

TABLE 4.33
CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES
Site ¢ WEST VIRGINIA

I 1977-78 1978-79
Teaching Special Special
Orientation hasis Comparison Esphasis | Compsrison
N 2t A 2t X 22 A 29
Diagnostic Approach
Diagnostic~
Prascriptive 8 67 3 313 8 62 7 58
Eclectic * . 3 25 5 56 5 k1] 5 42
Whole Class 1 8 1 11 0 0 0 0
‘- [Managemant Style
- |Structured 7 58 6 66 12 69 5 42
Bclectic * _ 4 33 2 22 3 23 6 50
Flexible 1 8 1 12 1 8 1 8

'Buad on the mumber of classroom teachars responding.

-+

The designation "Eclectic" indicates a teeching orientation which
combines elements from both approaches or styles.

The State of West Virginia had established instructional time
requirements for the teaching of reading and the language arts. A
minimum of 100 minutes per day was required for students in grades 1
through 6. The district-adopted basal reading series (American Book
and Houghton Mifflin) standardized the basic teaching resources in all
of the schools. Classroom reading was taught by following the basal

series teacher's manual precisely.

117
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A vériety of hardware and software was available in the treatment
school. Movie and overhead projectors, tape recorders, record players,
-alternative basal series materials, and reading kits were. commonly used
in classrooms at the treatment school. Movie projectors, record players,
and a few alternative reading texts and kits ware available at the com

parison school; their use was infrequent.

The Special Emphasis Program

The objectives of the West Virginia Special Emphasis Project were:

' To effect a statistically significant iwprovement in

reading achievement.

™ To correct 50% of the reading skill deficiencies as
identified for each student each fall.

Project Staff
The director of West Virginia's Special Emphasis Project was

also the principal of the treatment school. He was onsite full~time
and personally directed all aspects of the project. Due to his close
supervisory relationship with the teachers in his building, he was able

to assert strong lgadership over the entire educational program.

Special Emphasis was staffed by one reading specialist, two
reading teachers, three aides, and a part-time clerk. The reading
speéialist instructed students in grades 1 and 2, one reading teacher
instructed students in grades 3 and 4, while the other instructed
studen*s in grades 5 and 6. Zach reading specialist/teacher had the
assistance of an aide. There was no change in project staff overAthe

course of this study.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Each reading specialist/teacher had her own classroom in which all
Special Emphasis instruction was conducted. The rooms were arranged to

accommodate multipla zroup activities taking place simultaneously.
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Each first aad second grade class spent 50 minut.os daily with the
reading specialist. Students were grouped according to skill needs and
the specialist directed her teaching to areas of need. The aide condunted
reinforcement activities and provided individual help under the direc-
tion of the reading specialist. First and second graders received an
additional 70 minutes of reading instruction from their classroom teachers.
Those students receiving Special Emphasis instruction in grades 3 through
6 reported to one of the reading teachers daily. Third and fourth graders
spent 40 minutes with a reading teacher, fifth and sixth graders spent
30 minutes. These students also had 80 and 40 minutes of reading in-
struction, respectively, by their classroom teachers. Whenever pessible,
the reading teacher worked with students as they were grouped for read-
ing in che regular classroom so as to cause minimal disruption to internal
classroom scheduling. Aides assigned to the reading teachers conducted
reinforcement activities and performed record-keeping tasks.

The relationship between the reading specialists and classroom
teachers appeared to be positive. A comparison between the questionnaire
responses from these two respondent groups regarding their coordination
showed that their perceptions were consistent with one another. For
grades 1 and 2, che reading specialist and teachers planned and/or
conferred on a weekly basis. For grades 3 through 6, this contact was

less frequent.

Special Emphasis participation data are presented on Table 4.34
for years 1977-78 and 1978-79. '

Use of Materials

The overall instructional design for this project was based upon
the use of the Wisconsin Design tests. Individual student's reading
skill strengths and weaknesses were assessed in the fall using these
materials.l Reéding specialists then keyed their instruction to the
test results and tracked each student's pro;ress. The Wisconsin Design
provided a highly structure. management system covering all students

in the treatment school at this s ce.



TABLE 4.34

*
TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL
Site: WEST VIRGINTA

| Profect Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
Total % Served B3y Total 2 Served By

Enrollment Special Evphasis | Enrollment Spacial Emphasis
Grade 1 84 160 82 100
Grade 2 61 100 82 100
Grade 3 66 62 66 62
Grade 4 69 68 64 6
Grade § 68 100 66 58
Grade 6 66 9% 76 kT

®
Based on Experimental School Principal Questionnaire.

Reading skill instruction involved a variety of materials and
hardware components. Zits, tapes, filmstrips, work sheets, games,
listening stations, and lab-type arrangements were in use. These
included both teacher and commercially developed items.

Inservice Train’ng Program

The inservice training provided by the Special Emphasis Project
was well received by teachers. They claimed that it was "Somewhat"
or "very helpful"” in enabling them to carry out their classroom reading
activities. 'The training was of a practical nature, e.g., the develop-
ment of materials for reading instruction. Reading specialists, class-
rooﬁ teachers, and aides all participated in inservice activities con-
ducted by an outside consultant. Teachers were awarded academic credit

for participating in these sessions.

Summer Program
In 1978, approximately 175 children attended the 4-week summer

program at the West Virginia site. Reading specialiscs worked an addi-

tional week, using the time to plan and prepare materials for the reading
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component of the program. Students were placed in class units organized

by grade level. The program operated from 8:30 to 11:00 AM daily. Aside

- from the daily reading instruction, each student received a 15-minute

exercise period and a 5-minute recess. Arts and crafts instruction was

provided for 30 minutes, twice weekly. Students were transported to and
from the program.

The main objectives were:

® To acquaint students with the world around them by

exposing them to new experiences.

) To retain already developed skills and foster devel-
opment of additional skills.

° To promote personal and professional growth by en-

couraging creative input frowm classroom teachers.

This program empioyed three reading specialists, each responsible
for a particular group of students. Aides from the school year Special
Emphasis program assisted reading specialists in handling the laxgest
groups. Seven teachers assisted by five aides were likewise responsible
for student groups.h-Each teacher conducted the lS-mipute exercise period
for her class. Approximately five parent volunteers assisted teachers
on a daily basis. Parent volunteers were never assigned to their own
child's class group. Ou Fridays, approximately 20 parent volunteers
accompanied the children on field trips. All program volunteers were
provided with daily bus transportation.

Both teacher-made and commercially developed materials were used
for instructien. In most respects, the summer program was a continuation
of the regular school year program. This arrangement permitted teachers
to follow up or areas cof pupil skill deficiency since their summer classes
consisted almost entirely of +their former students. No formal assessment

was employed to measure gains made by students during the summer cession.
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The summer program was managed in much the same manner as the regu-
lar school program. The principal/project director performed routine
supervisory, administrative, and coordinative functions; the reading

program was executed by thec reading specialists.

Notable features of this program were the integration of reading
into the arts and crafts classes and the improved student/teacher ratio
during the summer months. The broadening experiences of scheduled field
trips was a much needed activity for children growing up in this area of
the country where some families have 1little or no contact with outside
areas. Class attendance at this site varied as the staggered vacation

schedulés of coal miners shifted.

Attendance at the 1979 summer program was considerably Jlzss than
the previous year; 120 students enrolled. The instructions’. pr:ugram,
as in the past, was an extension of the regular school year program.
However, there was a gre=ter emphasis on arts and crafts z.d physical
education. Arts and c:..ts instruction was provided for 45 minutes,
twice weekly. A daily 75 minute physical education class was scheduled
for all students. In .- .ition to the arts and crafts teacher and physical
educatiun teacher, two reading teachers, five classroom teachers, and
four aides were asusigned to the program. Two parent vyolunteers accom-
panied the students on Eriday swim outings.

)

Program statistics are presented on Table 4.35 for 1978 and 1979.

Compliance with Special Emphasic Guidelines

The following Special Emphasis components were %n compliancé. A
staff of three--one reading specialist and two reading teachers--provided
Special Emphasis instruction. All first and second grade students were
served by project staff. Third through sixth graders who had reading
deficiencies received remedial attencion. All students received more
than the 40-minute minimum standard for instruction. A summer program
was conducted each project year. Tnservice training was well attended

and well received. An outside ce.sultant conducted trezining sessions
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Site: WEST VIRGINTA

Progzam Duration

Weaks
Hours per day

Instructicaal hours in reading
and reading-ralated activities

(hours per day) :
Total School Earollment
Summer School Enrollment
Percent of Total Eanrollmen:
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio

Scaf?f
Reading Specialists
Tuch;ta
Addes
Librarians
Gyn/Art Teacher
Voluniecrs

TABLE 4.35
SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

2.5

414

175

42

n ~ O U vy w

Sunmar 1978

parents

Summer 1979

W
(=N =]

2.0

436

120

28

1:9

NN O N

parants, Fridcy*

*Yoluntsers not included in computing Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio.
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in which new materials and‘learning alds were developed and for which
cradit was awa-ded. No participation in program planning took place
beyond the participation of the LEA and the school principal. 'The
Wisconsin Design was adopted by this site as a system for diagpcsing
student skill deficiencies and tracking skill mastery. District-
adminiscered achievement tests monitored student progress., Activities
to motivate interest in reading (which included project school staff,
student, and parent participation) were not conducted. The schools
Sselected for Special Emphasis participation were poorly matched in
terns of their physical envircnments and instructional aids. As
specified in Section 3, intrasite problems and failure to comply with
data requiremeats in a timely fashion posed difficulties for the evalua-
tion effort. Table 4.36 presents the response rates for the various

evalvation study instruments.

TABLE 4.36

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Sita: WERT VIAQINIA

1977-78 1978-79
Spesial Lnphasis Conparisea Spacisl laphssis Compacison

[ Wenbar of T of Wabar of E Y] Weabor of T of abar of X of

kEnnmu;JnuugsguaauuLJmnuun"uumaudJnuuaginumaumlnﬂuga
rw 1 100 N/A 1 100 N/A

1 . 100 1 100 1 100 i 100

ITeacher n as 10 n 1 100 12 2
laeatise foeutarier 3 100 ! 100 3 100 LI
Claseification of
Teashiag Practices;

Teachsrs 12 92 9 %] 13 100 12 92
_Masdter Spectaltess 2 & | wn 3 L 77—
Librorign WA A LI/ — M/

Stwient - rede 3 3 n 2 g 5 5 £2 2
Studens ~ Grades 4-6 108 807 0 [}] 97 4 11% n
Pargng 136 - ] 0 0 9 Q 9
Studeat Isformatiea
Quacklisg . 7 9% 395 100 196 100 206 60
N/A = Not Applicable
BEST -,
L S Y
< ¥ ;' - TN
. . . - ™ Lo "“\/"
e _J - o v hd W
S _fi



In summary, West Virginia complied with tie major Special Emphasis
project regulations, with two exceptions. The project failed to move
beyond the administrative levels in the area of program planning and
failed to offer full support to the evaluation study requirements.

Special Features

The instructional program at this Special Emphasis site was based
upon the diagnosis of student streﬁgths and weaknesses through the use
of the Wisconsin Design. The implementation of this system provided a
firm basis for operationalizing a diagnostic~prescriptive approach to

reading.

Some parent involvement in the school reading program was evident
at this site. One or two parents volunteered several hours on a weekly
basis. They provided enrichment activities for individual or small
groups of students. However, Special Emphasis, per se, did not attract
parent participation except as chaperons for weekly off~campus outings

during the summer program.

Special Circumstances

Special Emphasis at this site became a substitute program for
Title I; Title I was removed from the treatment school in 1976 and

was to be reinstated in 1979 at the conclusion of Special Emphasis.

Data collection efforts were nampered by communication problems
between the two schools involved in the project. The comparison achool
principal appeared ill-disposed toward the additional burden participa-
tion placed upon his staff and toward the frequent test:ng to which
students were subjected. According to the principal, his resentment
was related to his original understauding that his sctool's commitment
to the project was to be for 1 year only. GRC site visits and the
semiannual SORT administration seemed to take the comparison school prin-
cipal by surprise. Consequent gaps in the site information and extreme

delays in gbtaining student demographic data caused delays in the data
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processing and analysis of cross site data for this study. These problems
persisted throughout the study and extended to the treatment school during
the final year. Here, some teachers resented being excluded from planning

and operational decisions and information regarding the testing and data
collection schedule,

Sumpary _

The strengths of the West Virginia project were the unifying
character of the Wisconsin Design materials, which provided the
diagncstic underpinning for the program; the central control vested
in the school principal whe served as project director; and the prac-
tical nature of the iuservice training sessions, for which teachers
received academic credit. The major drawback of Special Emphasis was
the lack of comparability between the two schools. No particular
weaknesses were cvideut in the project implementation, although the
responsiveness of the project implementation, al.though the responsive-
ness of the project administration to the evaluation requirements was
at times problematic. ({See Appendix G.)

West Virginia's first objective, to effect statistically signifi-
cant reading gains, was not investigated by the site itself. Impact
measured by this study 1s presented in Section 5. No data were pro-
vided by the site regarding its second objective, the correction of
50%\of reading skill deficiencies for each student as identified in the
fall.
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CALIFORNIA

Background

The California site is located in a predominantly blue-collar eco-
nomic area, 15 miles from the cunter of a large bay area city. This is
a stable area and the schools experience relatively little student
turnover. The schools suffer from budget cutbacks, part-time adminis-
tration, a lack of equipment, limited space, and all other problems
of ten inherent in a: urban school system.

California was the last Special Emphasis Project to be funded.
Initiated in fali 1977, almost a year after the six other projects
included in this report, it operated during the 3.977-78 and 1978-79 ‘
school years. The California site was added when two of the original
Special Emphasis asites were not vafunded. |

Project Schools . _

The treatment ar? comparison schools in California serve similar
student populations. The overwhelming majority of stﬁdents are black,
with a small number of white, Hispanic, and Asian students in the group.
Table 4.37 provides-a summary of enrollment data for school years 1977-78
and 1978-79. While most student demographics remained constant over
this time period, it should be noted that a dramatic change in the per-
centage of students receivine free or reduced-price lunch occurred.
Whereas 56% of the students in the treatment school and 592 in the
comparison school fell into this category in 1977-78, the percentages
changed to 372 and 70%, respectively, in 1978-79.

In 1978, average class size underwent an educationally significant
change at both schools. At the project school, the number went from 28
to 31 students, at the comparison from127 to 31. Teachers at the proj-
ect school were more experienced. However, the percentage of teachers
with grad;ate degrees at the comparison school in 1978-79 was greater
than at the project school. Data summarizing staff characteristics are
found on Tible 4.38.
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TABLE 4.37

ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Sinci&l Emphasis Comparison
B
Project Year: 1977-78 1978-79 wz i -18 1978-79

Number of Students 224 244 296 276
By Sax:

Male 552 572 542 522

Female 452 432 462 482
By Racial/Ethnic Categories:

Black 702 742 85% 862

White 192 102 62 2%

Hispanic 92 82 42 22

Othar or uncategorized 22 ¥} 4 52 10%
Studants Receiving Frec or

Reduced-Price Lunch 572 372 612 70%
Students for Whom English .

is a Second Linguaga 2% 27 52 22
Students Abseat More .

Than 252 42 3z 52 22

Rounding estimates vre responsible for column totals below or above 100X.

TABLE 4.38
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Site: CALIFORNIA

School: Special Eaphasis Compaziica
Projsct Yesr: 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
Number of Teachers 8 \ 8 11 9
Teachers with Graduate Legrees 502 50% 442 - 837
Aversge Teacher Txperience 18 yrs. 17 yrs. 13 yrs. 14 yrs.
Average Number of Studente/Class 28 31 27 31

4;92128
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The two schools had similar traditional buildings; classrooms
were arranged on long corridors, which were bleak and dark. At the

comparison school, three classes were housed in portable buildings.

Neither school had a librarizn; classroom teachers accepted the
responsibility on a rotating basis.

The Classification of Teaching Practices (Table 4.39) points up
a marked difference between the staffs of the two schools in 1977-78.
Special Emphasis school staff tended to be more structured than com—
parison school teachers. Data missing from the comparison school pre-
clude analysis for 1978-79.

TABLE 4. 39
CLASSIFICATION OF TEACHING PRACTICES

Site s CALIPORNIA

1977-78 1978-79
Teaching Special Special
entation i Emphasis Comnarison Exphasis c on
X z* | & _z* X 2F [ 5 _2¥
Diagnos Approach
Diagnoscic~
\ Prascriptive 3 43 5 45 6 86 DATA
Eclecese ' : 4 57 5 4 1 L MISSING
Whole Class 0 0 1 10 0 0
Strustured 5 n 4 36 4 57 DATA
+ MISSING
Eclectic 2 29 6 55 3 . 43
Flexible 0 0 1 8 0 o0

*luod cu the anumber of classroom teachers rasponding.

*m designation "Zclectic" iudicates a teaching orientation which

combines slements from both approaches or styles.
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The basic reading programs in treatment and comparison schools

were similar. Teachers used the Lippincott, and Holt, Rinehart, Winston
basal reading series proceeding from one level to the next as described
by the texts' authors. In 1976, the Lippincott skill mastery record
keeping system was introduced which was used for all students in both
schools. This management system tracked student progress and was a

tool which directed teacher. instruction.

The treatment and comparison schools were eligible for and received
Title I services. A Title I reading specialist was assigned to each
building. Both specialists conducted similar programs. Title I students
spent 2 hours each week away from their regular classes for small group
instruction in reading. Thgre was -a disparity in the number of Title I
aides assigned to each school. Eleven Title I aides served the treat-

ment school, one served the comparison school.

The Special Emphasis Program

The particular objectives of the California progfam as reported
by the project directer were:

™ To provide reading instructioan for all students in grades
1 and 2 and to those students in grades 3 through 6 who

are reading below grade level.

N To familiarize the community (especially parents) with
the Special Emphasis Program.

] To encourage parent participation in the project and to
provide them with techniques to use at home to improve
their children's reading skills.

) To improve reading instruction competencies of classroom

teachers.

Project Staff

The Special Emphasis Project was headed by the reading supervisor

of both the treatment and comparison schools. In addition to serving
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as project director, she was responsible for supervising the reading
programs and Title I programs at the two schools. All these responsi-
bilities were administered from her office located at the Project school.
A full-time secretary provided clerical and administrative assistance

for the project director.

Two reading specialists and one reading teacher were employed by
the Special Emphasis Project. Reading specialists were responsible for
the selection of objectives for individual students, instruction, test-
ing and assessment, and training aides. 1In collaboration with the
project director, they planned and conducted fnservice training and
participated in making decisions regazding the basic approach to read-
ing instruction. '

One full~time aide was assigned to Special Emphasis. In assisting
the reading specialists, she prepared materials and conducted instructional

follow-up activities with students.

The Special Emphasis Treatment

Reading specialists worked in a classroom/lab which was designated
for Special Emphasis instruction and periodically in the regular class-
room. First and second grade students received 1 hour per day of read-
ing instruction by reading specialists. Planning between the specialists
and: classroom teachers took place on a weekly basis, and the reading
specialists and classroom teachers worked ctogether developing materials
to aid student learning.

Special Emphasis staff serving grades 3 through 6 worked with
small groups of students in the specialist's classroom. Students read-
ing below grade level reported to the specialist's room daily for a
30-minute period. Regular classroom teachers and specialists communi-

cated weekly to exchange plans and note progress.

Table 4.40 indicates the percentage of students enrolled in each

grade who were served by Special Emphasis.
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TABLE 4.40

TREATMENT GROUP SIZE BY GRADE LEVEL*

Site: CALTIFORNIA
Project Year 1977-78 Project Year 1978-79
!_nmrmom 14 'Sgczgii;mhdhnzh Enr::ltf_l..nt ) SE:iilmEdh:lyh
Grade 1 - 3 36 ‘ 36 100
Grade 2 39 49 43 100
Grade 3 32 41 42 k)
Grade 4 30 40 . 42 43
Grade 5 a3 67 41 39
Grade 6 30 63 40 45

*
Based on Experimental Schesi Frincipal Questiouaatre.

Use of Materials

The primary focus of this Special Emphasis Program was the under-
achiever in reading. In serving these students, remedial instruction
for students reading below grade level and corrective instructior for
students deficient in specific skills were provided. The instructional
resources and approaches employed were: audiovisual kits and pProgrammed
materials, games, workbooks, siient reading periods, learning centers,
and’ interest centers. Specialists and aides geared their instruction

to small groups of students.

Inservice Training Program

The inservice training program was designed by the project direc-
tor and one of the reading specialists to meet specified project needs.
» The inservice training was conducted by the project director and the
;Egéing specialist for classroom teachers and aides. The teachers and"

aides received instruction in curriculum development, diagnostic-
prescriptive teaching, individualized instruction, reading in the con-
tent area, preparation of support materials, and reading assessment.

Of the teachers and aides involved in the inservice training, 83% found

it to be helpful. .1
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Summer Progréh

The passing of Proposition 13 wresulted in the delayed start-up of
the California site's summer program in 1978. A 15-day summer program
for approximately 40 children was held. The 3-hour class day was divided
into two 75-minute instructional periods--one for structured reading ac-
tivities, the other for interdisciplinary language urts activities. A
30-minute break between periods was providéd.

Primary objectives of the program were:
o To assess children's reading needs.

° To increase, through counseling sessions, student
awareness of individual strengths and weaknesses
and motivate students to assume responsibility for

improvement in weak areas.

) To inform parents of teaching techniques a; 4 encourage
them to become more involved in their children's ragd

ing.

The program was staffed by a project director, three reading spe-
clalists, and two aides who assisted in the structured reading sessions.
Two volunteers worked as a tutor and as a supervisor during the 30-minute

recess.

Since emphasis was placed on multisensory activities such as oral
language and integrated language arts, materials were locally developed
by teachers and pupils. As a supplement, teachers made use of materials
producad by Lippincott (Superbooks) and Holt, Rinehart, Winston;

The project director and reading specialists informally shared
their ideas and concerns on a daily basis. They attempted to key the
Summer program with the regular school-year program through the use of

the school's basal series management system.
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In 1979, the California summer program had the same format and

schedules as in 1978. Program objectives were modified to include:
e Continuation of the school-year program.

° Maintaining student reading skills developed during the

school year.

] Increasing student reading vocabulary and compr-hension
skills.

The summer staff in 1979 included three reading specialists, one full-

time aide, one half-time aide, and two adults who served as volunteer
aides.

A Title I summer reading clinic operated simultanenusly with the
Speci Emphasis summer program. Students enrolled in the Special
Emphasis program had the option of joining the Title I clinic after
their program's conclusion. Students from the comparison school partici-
pated in the Title I summer reading program, contrary to Special Emphasis

regulations,

A summary of Special Ewphasis summer program statistics is found
in Table 4.41.

Compliance with Special Enphasis Guidelines
v A staff of twe reading specialists and one reading teacher served
the Special Emphssis school. During project year 1977-78, this site
did not serve all students in grades 1 and 2. The minimum instructional
time in reading was exceeded. A summer program was cperated in 1978
and 1979--the 2 years in which this site was funded, although students

from the comparison school were included in 1979. Teachers indicated
that inservice training was available. Participation in program
planning did not extend beyond the staff. Activities to stimulate
interest in reading which included staff, student, and parent participa-
tion were‘not developed. A skill mastery record keeping system which
also included diagnostic testing was instituted. The student body at
each school was well matched until a change in student SES occurred
134
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TABLE 4.41

SUMMER PROGRAM SUMMARY

Site: CALIFO

e — L]

Program Duration

Weeks
Hours per day

Instructional hours in raading
and reading-related activities
(houss par day)

Total School Enrollmsat
Su-q School Enrollaent
Percent of Total Enrollment
Teacher/Adult-Student Ratio

Staft
Reading Specialists
Teachers
Aides
Librarians
Gya/Art Teacher
»
Volunteers

Suzmar 1978

2.5

224

18

1:8

N O O N O W

Summer 1979

2.5

264

68

28

1:15

*Volmtaars mot focluded in computing Taacher/Adult-Student Ratio.
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in project year 1978-79. Disparate levels in gservice were also noted to
compromise the integrity of treatmént and comparison school mavchability.
Table 4.42 indicates the response rates for the evaluation study instru-

ments at this site.

TABLE 4.42

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES
(BY RESPONDENT GROUP)

Site: CALLIFORRIA

1977-18 1973-79

Sreclal Faphanie Compacinen Speclal Esphastin Comparlson
Nusher of 2 of Mumber of 2 of Nusher of X nf Busher of X of
Respondents | Populatfon | Reapondeats | Populstion | Respondents | Populstion | Reapondents | Population],
|
Trojec Directot v 1 loo N/A 0 0 nA
Primcipal @ 0 1 100 1 100 1 100
Tescher L 75 9 82 7 m s 58
Meading Spectalist o 100 -0 0 3 75 0 0
Clannificetion of
Teaching Practices:
Teachera ) 7 a8 1 100 7 an 1 n
Reading Specieliste 0 0 0 0 0 0
r_l.lburlg R/A R/A NA B/A
Apmdent = flgads 3 | H L.L] 52 100 0 0 24 A7
Studeat_- Grades &-6 L 98, 143 96 73 39 sl s2
Parent 141 - 159 - 0 0 A -
s AN 20 ”n 2% ) 2 " 110 %0

N/A = Mot Applifceble

‘Special Emphasis, as it was envisioned in the project regulations,
was never fully implemented at the California site.

Special Features

In fall 1977, the California site adopted the Lippincott management
system t6 track mcstery of reading skills. This system served as a tool
to identify students needs and to guide instcruction. It waé‘also the basis
of interaction between specialists and classroom teachers. Teachers plotted

each child's skill attainment and, in conjunction with specialists, developed
a plan for meeting each child's needs.
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The site reported that Special Emphasis funds provided for the
part-time employment of a school psychologist. It was felt that "the
needs of the whole child" covld best be met by such professional services.
However, according to USNZ's Contracts Office, funds for a psychologist

were not approved.

Special Circumstances

Over the 2-year course of this program, it was difficult for the
evaluation team and the USOE program officer to determine precisely what

constituted Special Emphasis at the California site. The inability of
project staff to distinguish between Special Embhasis and Title I offerings
evinced a lack of understanding or agreement with the Special Emphasis
guidelines. It appeared to the study team that the information regarding
Project implemertation was continually changing. Evaluation question- -
naires provided coatradictory information and, on more than one occasion,

they were returned blank or only partially complete.

Other circumstances influencing the study at this. site included
the following: '

o A change in program design between year 1 and 2. Strictly
a pull-out program during year 1, Special Emphasis added

~

an in-class component during year 2.

° The project director was a significant presence in the
treatment school. Her commitment of time, materials,
encouragement, and direct guidance contributed to strong

rivalry between the treatment and comparison schools.

) The pasisage of Proposition 13 in California had a de-
nor#lizing effect on the teaching staff. Staff cutbacks
did occur, and the average class size increased significantly.
Proposition 13 caused delay in the scheduled summer program
in 1978.

e Special Emphasis did not serve all those students it was

intended to serve.
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The comparison school teachers were not fully receptive to the
evaluation team. Some of the problems seemed to result from the fact
that both the treatment and comparison schools were administered by
the same individuals. The principal and reading supervisor served
both. By admission, these individuals favored the treatment school
and spent more time there, thus appearing to leave the compariscn school

without strong leadership.

Summary

The project director at the California site had multiple roles
in both the experimental and control schools. In ad&ition to her role
in Special Emphasis, she was the reading supervisor and Title I program
director for both schools. Title I and Special Emphasis appeared to
be merged; distinction between the two programs was difficult, if not
impossible, to detect. According to the data supplied by the California
site. Special Em hasis was not serving all first and second graders--
at leasr in 1977-78. Significant features of Special Emphasis appeared
to be the additional staff and the encouragement and suppori provided

by the project director.

The first objective set by the California site, which was also a
program regulation, was not fully operationalized during the 1977-78
school year. All first and second graders were not served by Special
Emphasis Project staff. The second and third objectives were purported
to have been accomplished. However, the study team found no evidence
of parent awareness efforts or changes in parent participation nor did °
staff questionnaire responses substantiate this claim. With respect
té the fourth objective, improving reading instruction competencies,

GRC reviewed questionnaire data for indications of change and reports

on this in Section 5.
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CROSS SITE ANALYSIS _

The preceding profiles of the seven Special Emphasis projects
highiighted each site's distinctive features and described how Spsecial
Empaasis was implemented and integrated into the regular gchool programs.
The comparability and variability among the seven project sites will be
discussed in the following subsections. This review of site and pro~
gram characteristics was conducted to determine the comparability be-~
tween treatment and comparisen schools, to examine the diversity and
representztiveness of the projects nationwide, and to identify the
potential influeuce of these characteristics upon project outcomes.

The aspects of Special Emphasis projects which will be summarized in
the following subsections are:

e 4 Participant Characteristics

(] Staff Characteiistics

] Special Emphasis Implementation
® Project Administration

Participant Characteristics

Data for project year 1977-78 showed that, across all sites, males
comprised 52% of the Special Emphasis students and 50% of the students
in the comparison schools. 1In 1978-79, the percentages reflected a
simllar mix.

With respect to racial/ethnic composition, blacks comprised 45%,
Hispanics 11Z, and whites 43% of the Special Emphasis schools. The
comparison school counterparts were 43% black, 9% Hispanic, and 47%
white. West Virginia had an almost all white population, Michigan
almost all black, and Louisiana approximately equal numbers of white
and black students. Differences between schools were found in Tenneszee
where the Special Emphasis school was 26-29% white vs. 47-48% of the
écmparison school. 1In California, the comparison school had approxi-
mately 10% more minority enrollment. Otherwise, Special Emphasis
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and comparison schools within sites were comparable with respect to
racial/ethnic composition.

Because studies of educational interventions have shown a close
relationship between the SES of students and their academic performance,
GRC documented the incidence of students receiving free or reduced-price
lunch as an index of SES level. It should be noted that the voluntary
enrollment in subsidized food programs and the varying vigor of recruit-
ment efforts limit thc reliability of this measure. However, data for
project year 1977-79 showed low-SXS students rangad from 39% in Texas
to 817 in Michigan and Tennessee¢. SES compositicn within sites was
balanced in Michigan, Ohio, and Texas. In Louisiana, Tennessee, and
West Virginia, the Special Emphazis schools had greater percentages
of low-SES students; in Californis, the comparison school had a greater

percentage of low-SES students.

Another factor believed to influence treatment outcomes was
student mobility and absenteeism. Students missing 25% or more of
the school year ranged from 1% in Louisiana to 11% in Ohio. GRC found
that the combined factors of absenteeism and student transfers accounted
for significant sample attrition. Only in Ohio was there a difference
in degree of absenteeism between the Special Emphasis (5%) and the
comparison school (11%). One measure of the influence which mobility
and. absenteeism had on the data is provided in Appendix B where the
differences between students with the pre- or posttezt only are

summarized in the tables.

Another characteristic deemed impotrtant was the extent to wh- ch
the participant population included students with learning disabilities.
Students officially recognized as having learning disabilities/problems

were excluded from the impact analysis.l Appendix A contains tables

1A number of factors influenced the official designation of students
with learning disabilities. Family objections, community mores, and
the availability of special services and funds are linked to the iden-
tification of these students. Consequently, the numbers reported by
each site of students removed from the impact analysis may not reflect
the actual incidence of students who had learning problens.
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which illustrate the numbers of such students eliminated from this

study. The highest numbers of students with learning disabilities

were reported in Louisiana and Texas. Elimination of such students

from the study had the effect that (1) students not capable of functioning
on & reading test were not tested, and (2) if one school were operating
under broader identification criteria, that school may have eliminated
from the study a greater proportion of low achieving students than did

the other schools. Differences in percentages of students in the
experimental and comparison schools identificd as having learning
disabilities were noted in Louisiéna, Tenressee, and Texas (in 1978-79).

Staff Characteristics

Within the context of this study, school staff members with the
greatest influence over the performance of students were thought to be the
regular classroom teacher and tho reading specialist. Each staff member
was questioned regarding his/her academic and professional experience
as well as his/her teaching practices.

Classroom Teachers

The majorlty of classro.. teachers had over 6 years of teaching
experience; for project year 1977-78, 67% of the teachers at the treat—
meat school and 617 at th: comparison school had 6 or more years of
2zxperience. The picture changed somewhat in project year 1978-79 when
65% of the teachers at the treatment schools and 56% at the comparison
8chools had more than 6 years of teaching zsperience. Overall, teachers
at the treatment schools had more experience than their zounterparts.
The most experienced teachers were found in California, Ohio, Louisiana,
and West Virginia. It should be pointed out that the more experiénced
teachers were also less recently trained and may, therefore, have had
less exposure to recently developed technology of teaching reading.

In 1979, 39% of the teachers at the Special Emphasis schools had
graduate degrees compared to 31% at the comparison schools. A majority .
of the teachere at both schools in the Michigan ard California sites

had graduate degrees.
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To determine the general orientation of teachers with respect to
teaching prac:ices, GRC surveyed the teachers to determine whether they
were inclined to be "diagnostic-prescriptive" in their approach, or
were inclined to take a 'whole-class" approach. Similarly, GRC sought
to find out whether teaching methods tended to be "structured" or "flex—
ible."™

In most instances, the general orientation of teachers in the
treatment and comparison schools was similar. Few teachers used a
whole-class approach and few teachers éou;d be clasgsified as flexible.
In 1979, exceptions to this pattern existed in Louisiana and Texas
where none of the Special Emphasis teachers followed a whole-class

approach vs. 27% and 18% in the respective comparison schools.

Teaching materials used across sites and within sites were gencrally
similar. The basal reading series was the mainstay of every institutional
program. In conjunction with the basal text, skill activities-—both pub-

lished and teacher developed--were major resources. Table 4.43 summarizes

the materials used in the respective sites. It is evident from Table &.43

that treatment and comparison schools in each site used the same mataor—
ials and management>éystems. Management systems were more commonly used
on the first and second grade level than at grades 3 through 6. With one
exception (California), the availability of equipment and materials
for‘extending and enhancing the reading program was high. Teachers

and school administrators credited Special Emphasis with having increased
the variety and amount of hardware and software in general use. Utiliza-
tion of these items varied from site to site. In Ohio, they pléye& a
major role in the reading program; in Loulsiana, Tennessee, Texas, and
West Virginia, they received moderate use; in Michigan, and California,
they pilaved a minor role.

lDefinitions of these terms are found in the Glossary, Appendix H.
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TABLE 4.43
MAJOR READING RESOURCES UTILIZED

Management
Basal System
Grades Grades
Sites 1-2 3-6 1-2 3-6
Louisiana: Special Emphasis H H PT,H PT,K
Comparison H H PT H PT,H
Michigan: Special. Emphasis C C,H D,X
Comparison C C,H D,X
Ohio: Special Emphasis H H,B X X
Comparison H H,B X X
Tennessee: Special Emphasis H,D H,D H,D " H
Comparison E,D H,D H,D H
Texas: Special Emphasis H H X X
Comparison H H X X
West Virginia: Special Emphasis H,A H,A WD,H WD,H
Compa: (sSon H,C H H H
Caiifornie: Special Emphasis L L,C L L
Comparison L L,C L
KEY: A = American Book
B = Harcourt Brace A
C = On2 or more of the following: Bank Street Reader; Holt, Rinehart, Winston
D = DISTAR '
H = Houghton Mifflin
L = Lippincott
PT = Precision Teaching
WD = Wisconsin Design
X = School/district-developed
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Reading Specialists-~Characteristics and Utilization

With the exception of Ohio, reading specialists were veteran teachers.
However, wost had limited experience in the role of reading specialists.
Special Emphasis, together with increasingly stringent state requirements
for reading instruction, may have been responsible for many of these
teachers being employed as reading specialists. Only fa West Virginia
was there an indication that the staff had in-depth experience as reading
specialists._ Table 4.44 summarizes the qualifications of the reading

specialists from the seven sites.

Special Emphasis reading specialists provided instruction in
different settings across the sites and within each site:

o In Louisiana, Special Emphasis instruction was provided for
all students grades 1 through 6 in the specialist's cLass-'

room.

] Tennessee also offered instruction by reading specialists
to all students, but placed the specialists in the regular
classroom with the classroom teacher. Additional remedial
attention was provided in the specialist's classroom to

students in need of special help.

L) Michigan served all first and second graders in their
regular classrooms and those third chrough fifth/sixth

graders having reading problems ir. a reading room.
° Texas followed this gsame format.

° Reading specialists in Ohio, West Virginia, and California
taught in their own classrooms. In California, students
came to the specialists in small groups; in Ohio and West
Virginia, students in grades 3 through 6 received instruction
in groups numbering 9 or more, with first and second graders

served as class units in the specialist's classroom.
Table 4.45 summarizes the ways in which reading specialists were

deployed across all projects. In four of tue sites, specialists worked
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TABLE 4,44
QUALIFTCATIONS OF READING SPECIALISTS

1 eetlng USOR Guldelines st

Mo, of Years Teaching | Years s Reading L vith Beadiog | Readlag | Reading | Resding

Speclallgtst | Experience (mean) | Spectalist (wean) | Craduate Degree | Teacher | Speclalist | Temsher | Spectalist

Site 1970-18 | 190819 [ 1977-18 [ 1978-19 [ 367778 I 1978-79 B71-18 | 19185 17-m8 L ST 18-19
e 15 L s v g6 Lol s b [0 m |y | o
Michigan b ] 8 3 ) 4 100 100 50 i 0 100
thio ! - | - ) - 0 - | 100 0 - -
Tennessee b b § gy § 6 190 100 0 100 0 100
Texas I 1.1 ] 1 100 1 8 0 100
bt Woglola | 3 | 9 | 0 1w |y | w fw gl s | p 6 | u
California § § 15 12 2 | 100 10 3 66 i 66
ALl §ites 3 R 10 § L} 62 )l §)

. .
Includes Thtle I and diutrict resding specalists,

Yo dato 1o avatlable fron Ohto for project year 1978-79,
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TABLE 4.45
DEPLCYMENT OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS READING SPECIALISTS

Special Emphasis Instruction

*
Pull-Out Within Classroom
Whole Individual/
Class Groups Small Group
Site (Grades) (Grades) (Grades)
Louisiana 192.L3,4’5 ,6
Michigan 3,4,5/6 1,2
Ohi» 1,2,3,4’596
TeﬂIIESSEE 1)2,3,415s6 1,2,3,4,5,6
Texas 3,4,5 1,2
West Virginia 1,2 3,4,5,6
California 1,2,3,4,5,6 1+,2+

L3
"Pull-out" rcfers to the practice of removing students from the

regular classroom setting for a period to receive program treatment.

+0ccasionally deployed in this manner.
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worked in the regular classroom with the classroom teacher--unlike most
compensatory or intervention programs which remove (or "pull-out") students

from the regular classrooms for special instruction.

While the settings and groupings iy which reading specialists
worked varied, instructional materials utilized by these reading special-
ists tended to follow a general pattern. Specialists conducting the
basic reading jinstruction relied on a basal reading series as did the

» regular classroom teachers. Specialists providing remedial instruction
relied upon teacher developed as well as commercial skill activities.
While instructional kits were seldom mentioned as a resource, the

study team saw such materials in use at most sites,

Special Emphasis Implementation

Before attempting to assess the effect of Special Emphasis,. it is
first necessary to assess thz ‘mplementation of the respective projects

in light of Congressional and USOE specifications. Briefly, the major
requirements were:

o Employment of reading specialists or reading teachers.

) Special Emphasis instruction for all first and second

grade students.

e Special Emphasis instruction for all third through sixth

graders reading 1 or more years below grade level.

° A minimum of 40 minutes of reading instruction per day.
] An intensive summer reading program.
) Preservice and inservice training for Special Emphasis
staff.
) Broad-based participation in program planning.
° Establishment of reading skill mastery record keeping system.
e  Comparable treatment and comparison schools.
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The data compiled on each of the seven Special Emphasis projects were
reviewed and compared to these requirements.1 Table 4.46 presents the
results of this review. A score of "1" in each cell of the table indi-
cates that the specified criteria had been implemented. A "2" indicates
implementation beyond minimum standards, and a "0" indicates lack of
compliance. Thus, a Special Emphasis project meeting all USOE guidelines
would have an overall minimum total of 9, and no "0" cells on Table 4.46.
Individual projects may have a total score exceeding 9, and not be in
compliance. |

A brief summary of the implementation of each of these components

follows.

Reading Specialists
All Special Emphasis projects employed reading specialists, or
reading teachers,2 in conformitvaith USOE regulations. In addition to

Special Emphasis reading specialists at the treatment school, all sites
except West Virginia and Ohio had other reading specialists on their
staffs which were funded by Title I, ESAA, or the school district.

Special Emphasis Instruction

Special Emphasis instruction was provided to all first and second
grade students in each site except in Ohio and California. (No reasons
for lack of compliance were given.) Special Emphasis instruction for
stu&ents grades 3 through 6 who were 1 or more years belcw level was
apparently provided in all sites except Michigan, where, by agreement
with USOE the lowest achieving 20% of students grades 3 through 6 were

served. A3 noted, there were no across-site, uniform measures or

1In addition, project guldelines required sites to: provide diagnostic
testing to determine skili deficiencies, conduct periodic testing to
measure achievement, and establish a comprehensive reading program.

- Each site met these requirements; however, because the regulations
specify that these features be implemented "to the extent possible,"
no cross-site comparisons have been made. Similarly, compliance with
other requirements which were part of the contract agreements (e.g.,
no vacation schocl for comparison school students) are noted in the
site-specific descriptions, but are not included in the cross-site
analysis.

2These terms are defined in the Glossary, Appendifzﬂ.
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| TABLE 4.46
IMPLEMENTATION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS REQUIREMENTS

LA | ML | O | W | ™ [ W

1. Employment of reading specialists/teachers 2 2 1 2 2 1
2, Treatment of all first and second graders 2 2 0 2 2 2
;3. Treatment of all third through sixth graders

One or more years below grade level 2 0 1 2 1 1
4. Minimum of 40 minutes of reading instruction 2 0 1 2 1 1
3. Provision of summer reading program 2 1 1 2 2 1
6. Provision of preservice/inservice training 1 1 1 2 2 2
], Broad-based progra: planning participation 1 0 1 2 1 0
8. Establishment of skill mastery record
__keeping system 1 1 1 2 2 2
). Comparable treatment and comparison schools 1 2 1 0 1 1
[OTAL 14 9 8 16 |14 11

EY: 2 = Highly developed or implemented

1 = Met the minimum requirements
0 = Not implemented, out of compliance
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procedures for selecting students grades 3 through 6 for participation
in Special Emphasis, nor for tracking them following participation.

The 40-minutes per day required minimum of reading instruction
vas met by all but the Michigan site. In this regard, it should be
noted that the Special Emphasis fegulations did not specify how much

reading instruction was to be provided by the reading svecialist--only

that each student receive a minimum of 40 minutes per day and 20 to 30
minutes of teacher-directed instruction. Table 4.47 provides a summary
of the amount of time devoted to Special Emphasis and other reading

instruction in the respective schools.

Many of the treatment schools provided varying amounts of reading
instruction at individual grade levels. As Table 4.47 indicates, in -
some sites reading was integrated into a Language Arts time block for
Wwhich the schools were unable to specify a precise amount of time for

each of the subjects included during the period.

Summer Reading Program

All sites designed and implemented summer schools which provided
intensive reading instruction along with complementary multi-activity
experiences. While the Michigan and California program operated under
restricted circumstances during one of the summers, the study team
was impressed with the amount of creativity and enthusiasm engendered
by project staff in each of the projects. 1In 1978, actendance at the
summer programs ranged from 187% in California to 67% in Tennessee.
Louisiana and Tennessee were the only sites to attract more thau half
of the total school enrollment. The average participation rate across
all sites was 37.5% in 1978 and 35.6% in 1979. Some of the more
interesting and engaging activities provided by the projects were:

e Field trips to airports, bakeries, zoos, and a variety
, of business—industry-recreation settings which provided
children with experiences which were used in language-

experience exercises related to reading instruction.

s-114 151



TASLE 4.47
INTENSITY OF READING INSTRUCTION

Experimental School Comparison Schodi_:
Regular
Special Emphasis Reading Instruction
Site IGrade (Minutes) Grade (Minutes) Grade (Minutes)
Louisiana 1 90 1 30 1 90
2 60 o2 30 2 90
3 60 3 30 3 90
4-6 60 | -6 5
Michigan 1-2 70 1-2 801
: | 3-5 30% 3-5 30 3-5 80
Ohio 1-2 4o 1 120 1-2 80
3-6 30% 2 90 3-6 60
- 3-6 60 -
Tennessee 1 45,30% 1-2 45 1-6 60
2 45, 35% 3 45
3 45,35% 4 60
4-6 45,35% 5 45
6 60 P —
1-2
Texas 1-2 80 3 75
_ 3-5 30% 3-5 60 45 60 .
fest Virginia |1-2 50 1-2 70* 1-2 ISOI
3-4 40% 3-4 80,r 3 150T
_ 5-6 30% 5-6 40 4-6 1200
Jalifornia 1-2 60 1-2 50
3-6 30% 3 60 3-6 50
] 4=6 50 .

:
Selected students,

Includes other Language Arts such as spelling, grammar, and writing.
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] An inexpensive bock distribution on an unspecified day
each week--designed to stimulate attendance at Summer

school and the students' interest in book reading.

° Gym and library activities which were integrated into
the reading curriculum by presenting learning activities
dealing with eye-hand coordination; following directions;
worlds of fantasy and creativity; and the relationships

between music, dance, song, and literature.

Preservice and Inservice Training

Preservice training for teacher and clerical aides and inservice
training for project staff and classroom teachers were held in all the
sites. Participation was voluntary except in Tennesser, Texas, and
California. Programs were designed and conducted by project staff
except in West Virginia. Three projects, Tennessee, Texas, and West
Virginia, utilized the services‘of an outside consultant; three of
the projects offered graduate credits for participation (Louisiana and
Michigan in>1977, and West Virginia in 1978 and 1975). As a result of
participation in these sessions, some teachers continued graduate
course work and received graduate degrees. All sites had courses
which focused on diagnostic-prescriptive approaches to teaching read-
ing and several involved the development of materials for teaching

reading.

Broad-Based Planning

As shown on Table 4.46, only four of the seven sites undertook
what might generally be called broad-based planning for Special Emphasis
instruction. At the remaining three sites, planning of the project
was limited to school district officials, the project director, the
school principal, and the reading specialists. Only at the Tennessee
site was there evidence of the participation of community representa-
tives and parents in the planning of the Special Emphasis program. Only
three of the sites (Louisiana, Michigan, and West Virginia) identified

4=116
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measurable objectives for Special Emphasis. For the most part, ob-

jectives identified by local projects were process rather than outcome
objectives--a factor which may have limited the precision and direction
of the implementation.

Skill Mastery Record Keeping Systems

All Special Emphasis sites established skill mastery record
keeping systems for tracking student progress in reading skills and
charting the diagnostic-prescriptive approach. In California, the
system in the basal reading series was used. In others, commercial
reading management systems were us:d such as DISTAR (Tennessee and
Michigan), Precision Teaching (Louisiana), or Wisconsin Design (West
Virginia); in some siten (Mich'grn, Ohio, Texas), locally-devised,
district-wide systems were used. In several instances, managemenf

Systems were in place prior to Special Emphasis.

Comparability of Special Emphasis and Comparison' Schools

Aside from the provisions for broad-based planning, the require-
ment for comparable treatment and comparison schools was most problematic.
Only one of the Special Emphasis sites, Michigan, had treatment and
comparison schools which were truly comparable with respect to standard-
ized reading scores, size, demographics, instructional program, staff,
and facilities. Five of the sites-~Louisiava, Ohio, Texas, West
Virginia, and California--were generally coi.:' rable. The Tennessee
schools lacked comparability with respect to student demographics,
standardized test scores, teacher experience, instructional programs,
and school facilities.

Project Administration

Project administration involved different combinations of per-
sonnel at each site, including LEA administrators, the Special Emphasis
project director, the treatment school principal, and one or more of

the reading specialists.
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Special Emphasis project directors represented a diverse group
of education professionals. All seven had many years of experience in
the field of education and were in recognized positions of leadership
in the district where they served as director of the Special Emphasis
Project.

Time devoted by project directors to Special Emphasis ranged from
5 to 40 hours per week. This time commitment varied according to the
additional job responsibilities assigned most project directors.
Within the extremes of 5 and 40 hours, three project directors spent
10 hours a week and two spent 20 hcurs a week on Special Emphasis

activities.

Four project directors were located offsite in their school
district's administrative offices (Louisiana, Michigan, Tennessee, and
Texas). 1In general, these directors provided less supervision of
Project personnel and less guidance for program implementation. These
pProject directors typically assigned responsibility for ongoing pro-
ject activities to an individual locatad at the project school--a
principal or reading specialist. Offsite project directors seldom
visited Special Eméﬁasis classes. However, during their infrequent
site visits they observed classes or showed visitors around. The
primary functions of these directors in relation to the project read-
iné program were to set guidelines for the conduct of the program, to

provide inservice training, and to supply materials and staff.

Louisiana, it appears, was an e ception to this pattern. The
project director provided a great deal of direct supervision and was
onsite to observe on a weekly basis. The fact that this particular
project director developed the curriculum and materials used in the
Title I program at these schools perhaps explains the greater degree

of involvement and supervision evident at this site.
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At the remaining three sites--Ohio, West Virginia, and Cali-
fornia--which had the project director colocated with the project,
the director had greater supervisory presence. Weekly visits, fre-
quently for observation, were characteristic. Teachers and reading
specialists were in unanimous agreement that these directors assumed

an active role.

Project directors at all sites wé;EFQébensible for establishing
positive, cooperative relationships with the schools involved in the
study. In the treatment schools, ;hese relationships were nurtured
through classroom/lab visits, inservice training meetings and dis-
cussions, and availability for problem soiving and technical assistance.
The effectiveness of the project director in establishing these relation-
ships was reflected in teacher attitudes toward the Special Emphasis
Project, which will be addressed in Section 5, Project Outcomes.

Of particular concern was the relationship with comparison schools.
These schools received none of the programmatic benefits of the Special
Emphasis Project but were burdened by the semiannual testing and data
requirements. Positive relationships existed at three sites (Louisiana,
Tennessee, and Texas). The comparison school's staff at these sites
had a basic understanding of Special Emphasis and the role of the
comparison school. They received sufficient advance notification of
the evaluation team's visits, proposed activities, and data require-
ments. On the other hand, resistance to the study team and Special
Emphasis Project staff was evident at sites where the comparison
school felt uninformed. The staff at severa] - +»  gchools refused
to cooperate with various aspects of the study .4+. classroom teacher
‘nistration of the SDRT, classroom observation, and questionnaire
response). Lack of information and appreciation'for the study was not
limited to the comparison schools; similar conditions existed at some
treatment schools where teachers or reading specialists were not ip-

volved in the planning of the project.
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Administrative support from the LEA for the Special Emphasis proj-
ects was not strong in all sites despite the fact that each school

district voluntarily sought Special Emphasis Federal funds. While there

was interest expressed in the project and in improving reading instruc-~
tion on a district-wide basis, Special Emphasis was clearly not an LEA
priority undertakihg at the majority of the sites. Two sites, Tennesser

and Texas, exhibited unflagging administrative support with respect to

space allocation, staffing, logistical and material support, timely

decisions, and responsiveness to the requirements of the evaluation.

CROSS SITE SUMMARY

In summary, the cross site analysis reveals the following findings:

Special Emphasis, as a reading intervention concept, was
implemented with varying objectives, staffing configurations,
and instructional approaches reported in the respective

si_es.

All treatment schools utilized diagnostic~prescriptive
approaches to reading instruction which were based on skill
mastery systems and which were introduced through in-
service. training sessions for teachers and reading spe-
cialists.

Aside from the diagnostic-prescriptive approach, perhaps
the most distinctive programmatic feature of Special
Emphasis in four of the sites was assigning the reading

specialists to teach in the regular classroom where the

specialist g:»ve? as role model,_lead teacher, and techni-
cal resource. hzse sites were Louisiana, Michigan,

Tennessee, and Texas.

Implementation data with respect to the Special Emphasis
Guidelines revealed compliance along all major dimensions
only in Louisiana and Texas. Ohio and California failed

to serve all first and second graders; Michigan failed to
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serve all eligible students (grades 3-6) as well as to provide
the 40 minutes of instruction. Broad-based planning was

not present in Michigan, West Virginia, and California.

A review of schools, programs, and st ..cat characteristics
indicates broad comparability between the treatment and

comparison school in each site except Tennessee.

® Admini: :tive configurations varied from site to site.
Strongest leadership appeared to be in Louisiana, Tennessee,
and Texas where LEA involvement and onsite educational

lesdership were most evident.

® As indicated in the implementation matrix in Table 4,46,
the highest degree of implementation of Special Emphasis
took place in Tennessee, Louisiana, and Texas. Commbn
characteristics among these three sites were: (1) strong
LEA support, (2) onsite management and leadership, (3)
educational leadership with respect to curriculum and
instruction, (4) staff development which was well attended
and réceived by the teachers, and (5) classroom teacher

participation in program planning.

These site-specific findings and cross-site comparisons provide
the context and the interpretive basis for the project outcomes which

are?described in the next section.
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SECTION 5
PROJECT OUTCOMES

INTRODUCTION

Three types of project outcomes are presented in this section:

° Program Impact--Results of the covariance analysis of
"whole grade" ~ohort gr~nps, the covariance analysis of
"below mean" cohort groups,‘and the trend analyses of

students ;eading 1 or more years below grade level.

o Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings--Results of the ques-

tionnaire surveys of teachers, students, and parents.

o Residual Effects of Special Emphasis--The institutionalized

"carry over" of concepts, practices, and procedures in

the local site after the end of program funding.

For the analysis of program impact for each site, tabular summaries

are provided for the:

. Covariance\analyses of "whole grade" cohort groups for
project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 and the 1977-79 period.
Complete data for each site are contained in Appendix E.

. Covariance analyses of "below mean" cohort grcups for proj-
ect years 1977-78 and 1978-79. Complete data for each

site are contained in Appendix F.

° Trend analyses of students reading 1 or more years below
grade level. Complete data for each site are contained
in Appendix D.

The analytic results for the whole grade groups apply to only those
s+dents who comprise the analytic samples. Attention should be directed
to the.fesults of the preliminary analys: . to determine whether the
analytic results can be gencralized to the participating student groups
as a whole. In particular, confidence in the representativeness of
the results will be limited by: ‘

5-1
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e Any non-comparability between the Special Emphasis and
comparison groups along educationally relevant variables

(as described in Section 4).

e The effects of attrition on the representativeness of the
students included in the analytic sample and the representa-
tiveness of their test scores in the analysis (see Appendixes
A, B, and D). |

° The influence of ceiling effects as they relate to the
over- or underestimation of growth in reading achievement

(as documented in Appendixes C and E:.

The analytic results of the below mean analysis are presented
to support results for those students for whom the Special Emphasis
Program was intended. Caution must be exercised in their interpreta-

tion to the extent that:

o The proportions of below mean students for the treatment

and comparison groups are not equal.

o The below mean treatment and comparison groups show a preponderance

of negative measurement error in the score distributions.

A further discussion of the analytic methodology is contained in
Section 3, Appendix G, and Volume II.

For the analysis of attitudinal and behavioral findings, tabular
summaries are provided for quustionnaire surveys of teachers, parents,
and students. The residual efrecis of Special Emphasis were documented
during onsite observations and interviews with project staff and were
noted in fesponses to specific open-ended questions on the classroom _

teacher questionnaire.

A discussion of each of the three types of project outcomes for
each site is contained in the following subsections. A cross site

summary concludes this szction of the report.

5-2
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LOUISIANA

Summary

The ANCOVA performed for the '"whole grade' cohort group revealed
statistically significant differences between the Special Emphasis and
the comparison groups in project year 1977-78 and 1978-79 at grades 2
and 5. The ANCOVA performed for the "below mean" cohort group indicated
statistically significant differences at grade 2 for 1977-78 and 1978-79
and also'for grades 4, 5, and 6 in 1978-79. These differences may be
more a function of the large differences in the sampic sizes between
Special Emphasis and comparison than any true differences between the
twé.groups. While more students iu toth treatment and comparison
schools tended to fall 1 or more years below level as they moved up
grade levels, the Special Emphasis'school did not "lose ground" as much

as did the comparison school.

‘Teacher perceptions of their students, their peers, and the
principal's reading-related attitudes and behaviors chowed in both
schools, but to a greater degree in the treatment school. Special
Emphasis school teachers were highly supportive of the Special Emphasis
Project.

The following'éubsections describe in detail tl: project outcomes
for Louisiana.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools in Louisiana is contained in Table 5.1, ANCOVA
Impact Summary. For project year 1977-78, statistically significaht
differences iu the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for
grades 2 and 5. In botk instances, the adjusted posttest scaled scores
for the Special Emphasis group axceeded those of the comparison group.
In addition, the average observed change in grade equivalent for both
the second and fifth grade comparison groups was below the average
growth of .6 years expected for 1low achieving students. The average
observed change in grade equivalents for second and fifth grade Special

Emphasis groups was .8 and 1.1 years, respectively.

161

5-3



Altes LOIS AN

TABLE 5.1

ANCOVA TMPACT SUMMARY

™ Cange
In
| Gr. Equly,

.7

1.9
#.2

Libe "

T T R
PHJECT YEAR PROJECT YEAR PROJECT Viigs ™~
SO —— 1] S— I L e e 1911199
Grade Slg. | Direction| Change brade Sig. | Direction | (hange Grade Slg. |Direction
Inlt{al | School | of of In Inftia] [ Selwol | of of in Initlal  School | of of
Ve b LB Twact fer Bqutv) [Yewr | L dmact (6 Bgulv) (Year | | g Lupact
, 5.E 10.8 §.E. 4.9 5.k,
{ ‘ .
2 e {60 SE 0 2 | W Sk 0 2 L
§.E. #.1 S.E. 0.9 §.E T
NS - S| - ha )
} . HLo 3 . NS H.9 3 c. Q2 s,
-~ --q E Rl o ey SRR |-t — ——— e
S.E S.E, 5.5,
4 oo lws, . 0.5 4 . .9 .
19 c. (W5 wy | e (M
§.E. ' +1.1 5.E 10.9 5.k, '—""""f“"'
5 e |0 SE 09 ) o, |0 SE W1 5 c. | Yo Aalysis os
5.E .0 5.E. H.5 5.E o
ns. |- ) . E. .
6 L +0.8 6 c. N.S, +0|9 [1] .. -02 S.I'..
. I S - ed L

*
w e toerror fn coding grade 4 spring 1977 SDET,

|
I3

et et e PP A e .,

PROJECT YEAR

Crade
Initial
Year

School

1971-1978

BELOW GRADE NEAN

i S

s v

wlg
of
F

nmﬁ&h"“c‘n?ﬁﬁ{;?

of

s‘El
C,

<.01

Impact

Grade
in Init{al
Gr. Byubvy | Year |

5.0,

lel
C.

SlEl
C,

SDEI
.

NS,

NS,

NISI

1.0
1.5

5.E.

3

N.5.

LI SRR,

0.8
1.0
"0'5
H.6

.6
0

PROJECT YEAR T
1978-1979 -
Sig. | Direction QIEREE_H
School | of of in
F | Impact St Bqul,

02

8.3,

05

<0t

H.]
H.5

01

b e s

2.1
'{005
+l ll
0.9
4.9
H).6

——

+0l&
H.1

|

H.0

5.8,

- ———— i

L S Sm———

5.E.

—— i

5.E,

et e e v sy
—. — g

163



For project year 1978-79, a statistically significant difference
in adjusted posttest scaled scores was again identified for grades 2
and 5. 1In both these instances, the performance of the Special Emphasis
groups exceeded that of the corresponding comparison groups. The
average observed change in grade equivalent was .9 years for grade 2
and grade 5 Special Emphasis groups. For the comparison groups, the
average change in grade equivalent was .6 and .1 for grades 2 and 5,
respectively. Attention should be directed to the presence of serious
celling effects (refer to Tables E.l and E.2 in Appendix E) for the
grade 2 posttest scores and the grade 5 pretest scores for both the
1977-78 and the 1978-79 project years leading to an underestimate of
observed change in grade equivalent for grade 2 and an overestimate

of the observed change in grade equivalent for grade 5.

For the 1977-79 period, statistically significant differences in
adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for the grade 3 and
grade 6 "whole grade" groups. - The grade identified is the grade com-
pleted in spring 1979. For grade 3, the observed chaﬁge in grade
equivalent was 1.8 years for the Sbecial Emphasis group and 1.7 years
for the comparison group. For grade 6, the observed change in grade
equivalent was 2.2 years for the Special Emphasis group and 1.2 years
for the comparison group. It should be noted that serious ceiling
effects were encountered for the grade 6 pretest (refer to Table E.3
in ‘Appendix E) indicating that t.e observed change in grade equivalent

is an overestimate of the true change.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups
For project year 1977-78, the ANCOVA indicated a significant
difference in the adjusted posttest scores for the grade 2 Special

Emphasis and comparison "below mean" groups (refer to Table 5.1,
ANCOVA Impact Summary). This result parallels the result for the
"whole grade" analysis for grade 2 for project year 1977-78. The
Special Emphasis "below mean" group had an average cbserved change in
grade equivalent of 1.0 years compared to .8 years for the grade 2

"whole grade" group. The grade 2 comparison "below mean" group had
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an observed change in grade equivalent of .5 years, the same as its .
corresponding "whole grade" group. It should be noted (refer to Table
F.1 in Appendix F) that the mean pretest scaled score for the grade 2
Special Emphasis group was substantially less than that for the grade 2
comparison group (230 vs. 273) and that the sample sizes for all Special

Emphasis '"below mean'' groups were between 13 and 19 stude:ts.

For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA indicated significant
differences in adjusted posttest scaled scores for grades 2, 4, 5,
and 6. 1In each instance, the performance of the Special Emphasis
"below mean" group exceeded that of the corresponding comparison
group. It should be noted that for the " whole grade" groups, there
were similar statistically significantwdifferences for grades 2 and
5.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level‘

Table 5.2, Trend Analysi. of Students Reading 1 or More Years
Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.1 through D.3 in Appendix
D to provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students in grade
cohorts reading 1 or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

‘ TABLE 5.2
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: LOUISIANA
Treatment School hﬂriﬂu School .
Spring Spring Spring Sprin} Spring Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 2 2 2 2 3

19 . 12 __ 3
B 2 SN2 N2 | 2 NTuv N o
Y A ST OS50 D3 53 N SL L

N8 N6 | e S 65 N\ 70
N S 9 DN 69 DN W _ | 55 SN 56 S\ 62

School Total 37 37 31 35 32 - 32

/
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In almost all cases, as students progress in grade level, a larger
percentage of students read more than 1 year below grade level. Over the
period 1977-79, there is a decrease in the percentage of second grade
students reading 1 or more years below grade level; from 17% to 11% in

the treatment school and from 19% to 7% in the comparison school.

Table 5.3, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade
Level, shows that overall a greater number of students tested at both
points (spring to spring) were reading 1 or more years below level by
the end of the project year than at the beginning of the project year.
For the Special Emphasis school, there was a 5-6% increase each year
from 38% to 43% in 1977-78 and from 34% to 40% in 1978-79; for the com-
parison schools, a 6% increase from 29% to 35% and a 9% increase from
25% to 34% in 1977-78 and 1978-79, respectively. The Special Emphasis
students do not appear to be falling 1 or more years below grade as

rapidly as the comparison school students.

TABLE 5.3

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL
Sice: LOUISIANA

i . Treatment School : Comparison Schooi
. : Project Year 1 Project Yesar
H 1977-78 1978-79 i 1377-73 1978~751
' I M
{
{1. Total students tested ac ' !
i both points* : 177 170 335 387 |
i i
| .
i!hzinninz of Project Year i
2. Yo. scudents testad > 1 vear !
6 Selow grade* 68 57 ! 98 96 .
i
'3, Z of toral studencs
[ (line 2/1line 1) 382 342 29% 252 |
: H
1
Znd o9f Project Tear !
l !
i4. No. scudents tested > l vear i .
Selow gradei 76 69 ' 116 130
[
5. &5 of =zotal scudents f
liae 4/lipe 1) 43% 407 5% 4 !

: S—
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
5pring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
*Spring 1978 for 1977~78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Changes in reading-related attitudes and behaviors were investi-

gated in 1978 and 1979. The major findings of this investigation are

reported for the various response groups below.

Teachers

Teachers at the Special Emphasis schools reported positive
reading attitudinal and behavioral change on the part of
their students in 1978 and in 1979. Improvement in the
attitudes of their colleagues and principal was also
reported each year. (Tables 5.4 and 5.5)

At the comparison school, a more positive change in student
attitudes and behaviors and colleague and principal atti-
tudes were reported in 1979 than 1978. (Tables 5.4 and 5.5)

Teachers at the Special Emphasis schools reported no major

problems as a result of their participation in this project.
Minor concerns included the feeling that reading was empha-~
sized at the expense of other programs and conflict between

teachers and reading specialists. (Table 5.6)

Comparison school teachers expressed considerable resentment
towards the project in 1978. This abated in 1979. (Table
5.6)

Students and Parents

In 1979, differences were observed in reading attitudes and
behaviors between the Special Emphasis and comparison- schools
third graders. (Table 5.7)

In 1978 and 1979, little difference was observed in the data
from fourth, fifth, and sixth graders at the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools. Table 5.8)

In 1978 and 1979, no significant differences were noted in
the Special Emphasis and comparison parent groups. (Table
5.9)
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No comparisons of attitudes and behaviors of grade 3 students can
be made for 1978 because student surveys were not received from the

Special Emphasis schools.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

While school district officials have some problem distinguishing
the benefits derived from Special Emphasis from those derived from
their Title I Precision Teaching System, they claimed that some of the
lessons learned in Special Emphasis will be carried over in Title I.
Special Emphasis as a total approach, however, will not be carried

over due to the expense involved.

School principals observed that the Special Emphasis Program '
enhanced their teachers' instructional capability. Responding to the
growing teacher concern for diagnosing skills and grouping students, all
first graders will undergo diagrostic testing for placement. School
staff also felt that Special Emphasis made a breakthrough in getting

parents involved in signing completed worksheets.

Several project staff pointed to the potential for further carry
over owing to the appointment of one of the project reading specialists

to the position of curriculum coordinator for the school district.

! Seventy-three percent of the teachers felt certain that Special
Emphasis had influenced their performance--in individualizing approaches
in focusing on specific skill development, and in the use of materials

and techniques.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Site: LOUISIANA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

TABLE 5.4
*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

i Effect Positive | No | Negative | Cannot Yo
jTaachsrs ' Changea | Change | Change Tell | Response
Assessment of: z b4 4 2 2
se=doccs’ atcicudes 1978 92 8 - - -
toward reading 1979 91 - 9 - -
Teachers' asttitudes toward | 1978 100 - - - -
reading instruction 1979 100 _ _ _ _
iPrincipsls’ attitudes 1978 100 - - - -
toward reading prograa 1979 oL _ _ N .
School: COMPARISON

Effect Positive No Negative | Cannot l No
[Taachers' Change | Change | Change Tell | Rasponse
|M of: 2 4 P4 2 b4
Students' attitudes 1978 43 19 [ - 13
i:ou:d reading 1979 77 12 _ 2 _
‘reachars' attituies toward | 1978 a8 24 5 I - 13
reading instruction 1979 65 23 4 "4 4
Principals' attitudes 1978 43 24 - - 33
toward reading progran 1979 5% 12 ~ ﬁl %

*Nou—ruponu or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above

159X,
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TABLE 5.5
*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: LOUISIANA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachers' Effact Positive No Nega:.ve | Cannot No
Assessment of Change | Change | Change Tell | Response
Student Reading Behaviors z P4 2 z 4
Time spent reading 1978 8 8 - - 8
ia Ch.. 1979 100 - - - -
Tins dm: Taading 1978 58 17 - - 25
ts o

OUEaTTs of class 1979 | 82 9 - 9 -
ubt’lty l_nd/or 1978 100 - - - -
classroom book usage ;

1979 100 - - - -
School: COMPARISON
Teachers' . Effect Positive No Negative | Cannoc Yo
Assessment of Change | Change ! Change Tell | Response
Student Reading Behaviors 2 2 2 2 2
Tine speant reading 1978 43 | 19 - - 38
1z class 1979 °9 8 | - 4 -

' |Time spent reading 1978 33 24 - | - 43 |
outside of class 1979 58 4 - ) - I
Library and/or 1978 48 14 ~ - 38
classroom book usage |

1979 92 - - 8 -

]
Non-Tesponse or rounding estimates are responsille for row tocals below or above
100z.
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TABLE 5.

6

%
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT

Site: LOUISIANA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
% Z %
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 8 84
project objectives 1979 9 91
Conflict between project objectives and [1978 92
other district objectives 1979 9
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 25 67
emphasized at expense of other programs 1;;9 a2
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 84
specialists
pecte 1979 18 82
School: COMPARISON .
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
A % A
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting g 1378 24 29 24
from the project 1979 8 12 77
Teacher resentment of extra work without 1978 29 24 24
raceiving new materials or other support
1979 15 35 43
Parental complaints about 1978 5 71
ti
testing 1979 15 77
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 14 10 43
emphasized at expense of other programs
1979 4 19 69

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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STUDENT ATTITUDES AND

TABLE 5.7

*
BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GPADE 3

Site: LOUISIANA
Year: 1978
Some-
School Yes times No
Z p 4 4
Special _ - _
‘Reading is fun Emphasis
Comparison | 30 46 3
Special’ -
I like to read during Emphasis = =
my‘free time
‘ Comparison 59 36 4
Special _ _ _
I Iike my reading class Emphasis
Comparison 63 25 11
Special :
I read only when Emphasis - = =
I have. to
Comparison 35 22 22
Year: 1979
Some- -
School Yes times No
2z % Z
. Special
Reading is fun Emphasis 84 14 2
Comparison 76 13 3
Special
I like to read d:.ving Emphasis 34 52 14
ay free time .
Comparison 60 25 6
Special 48 39 14
I like my reading class Emphasis
Comparison 63 19 9
Special
I read only when Emphasis 21 52 27
I have to
Comparison 52 8 31

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 1007.
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TABLE 5.8

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING ~ GRADES 4—6*

Site: LOUISTANA
Year: 1978
Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
YA Z 2
Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 54 40 4
Comparison 49 48 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 73 19 6

than last year?

Comparison 79 4 17

0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
Z Z 4
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 25 61 14
per week?
Comparison 23 56 21
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 11 36 53
read during the past month?
Comparison 7 44 49
Year: 1979
- Some~
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
' Z Z V4
Special
Do ypu like ,to read? Emphasis 54 42 4
Comparison 50 44 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 94 1 3

than last year?

_ Cogaarison 89 3 8
0 1-5 6+,

Reading Habits - School
7 Z A
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 25 57 18
per week?
Comparison 13 70 17
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 5 35 60
read during the past month?
Comparison 6 18 76

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLL 2.5
SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY*
Site: LOUISIANA
Year: 1978

Cannot
SChOOI Yes No Say
Z Z Z
Does -your child share books Special -
with you or your family? Emphasis 23 5
Comparison 75 19 4
Special’
Does the school set up P
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis 30 52 16
Comparison 30 55 12
Special
Have you worked as a 4
volunteer in your child's Emphasis 77 2
school this year? Compariscn 9 76 )
Year: 1979
Cannot -
School Yes No Say
A 4 4
Special
Does your child share books P
with you or your family? Emphasis 82 15 2
) Comparison 88 9 1l
Special
Does the school set up N 47 a1 20
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis
Comparison 40 37 290

* e
Non~response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or ahove 100%.
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Summary

The covariance analyses of reading comprehension test scores
revealed no consistent patterns of differences between the Special
Emphasis and comparison groups. Significant differences were observed
in two instances in the "whole grade'" analysis and in two instances in
the "below mean" analysis. In each of these cases, the findings favored

the comparison school.

Teacher perception of positive attitudinal change among students
and peers wee high in both schools in 1978 and slightly lower in 1979.
Teacher perception of students’reading behaviors was similar for both
schools in 1978, but slightly higher in the the comparison school in

1979. There were no observed carry over effects from Special Emphasis
in Michigan.

Project outcomes for the Michigan site are further described in

the following subsections.

Covariance Analysis of 'Whole Grade" Cohort Grcups

Table 5.10, ANCOVA Impact Summary, provides a summary of data
contained in the ANCOVA tables shown in Appendixes E and F.

As can be seen in Table 5.10, there were no statistically signi-
ficant differences between the Special Emphasis and comparison schools
for 1977-78.

For project year 1978-79, statistically significant differences
in the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified in grades 3 and
5. In each case, the adjusted posttest scaled scores for the comparison
group were higher than those for the Special Emphasis group. At the
grade 3 level, the average observed change in grade equivalent was 1.0
for the Special Emphasis group and 1.3 for the comparison group. At

thg grade 5 level, the comparison group achieved an average observed
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change in grade equivalent of .6 (the expectation level for "low achieving"
students) and the Special Emphasis students achieved an average observed
change in grade aquivalent of 0. Ceiling effects present in the pre-

2nd posttest scores for both grade 3 groups preclude any meaningful

interpretation of gain. Similarly, ceiling effects in the grade 5

Pretest scores result in an overestimation of observed change in grade

equivalent at that level.

For the 2-year period, 1977-79, there were no statistically signi-

ficant differences between the Special Emphasis and comparison groups.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

Focusing on those students scoring below the mean on the prestest
for project year 1977-78, there was a statistically significant differ-
ence favoring the comparison school for grade 3. For the "below mean"
comparison group, there was an average observed change in grade equiva-
lent of 1.0; while for the Special Emphasis '"below mean" group the
average observed change was .8 years. The ANCOVA did not produce a
statistically significant difference for the 'whole grade" grade 3

groups.

In project years 1978-79, theréﬁaas a statistically significant
difference favoring the comparison "below mean" group for grade 5.
This finding parallels the ANCOVA outcomes for the "whole grade' group
for the same project year. In this instance, the comparison school
students had an average observed change in grade equivalent of .3 years

vs. .1 for the Special Emphasis "below mean' group.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Data on numbers of students reading 1 or more years below grade
level (which is detailed ia Appendix D) are summarized in Table 5.11.
These datg provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students in
grade cohorts reading 1 or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978,
and 1979.
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TABLE 5.11
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: MICHIGAN

Irearment School | Comparison School
Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring
rade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 14 2 2 4 Z
—_—— 19 - 11 28 25

4 8
I 26 N\ 25\ 18 N N 20
b _ 55 SNSB N S7 | s SN s O\ 60
R LSS0 N6 | 8 SN 77 SN_63
' TNNNMA 1 NN 76 N\ /A

School Total = __ 38 37 31 &b 40 29

'_____ 2% N\ 20

Overall, the rate of students falling below grade is similar for
both schools. The drop in total percentage of students below grade
level appears to be related to the entry of students who were not pre-—
viously tested and the exit of students no longer in the program. Second
grade students in each school did progressively better each year, with
the 1979 second graders in the comparison school having far fewer stu-

dents below level than the second graders the year before.

Table 5.12, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below
Grade Level, shows that overall for students tested both at the begin-
nihg and end of each project year a greater percentage were reading 1 or
more years below grade level at the end of the project year than at the
beginning of the project year. 1In 1977-78, the percentage of students
reading 1 or more years below grade rose by 11% from 33% to 44% iﬁ the
Special Emphasis school and by 12% from 35% to 47%, in the comparison
school. 1In 1978-79, both schools experienced a 12% increase in the
number of students reading 1 or more years below grade level. The
rate at which students are falling 1 or more years below grade level

is simildr for both the treatment and comparison schools.
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TABLE 5.12
NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: MICHIGAN

i__Treatment School Comparison Schooli

i Proiect Year i Proiect Year

{ 1977-78 1978-79 1977-78 1973=-79¢

1. Total students tested at i

both points* 391 338 308 267

i

i

Beginning of ?roiect Year .

. i

2. YNo. students tested > 1 Jear | !

below grade* 131 75 i 109 37

I

3. X of total students !

(l1ine 2/lige 1) 332 227% 35% 212 ¢

) 1

|

End of Project Year i
4. VYo. students tested > 1 vear i'

below grade§ 172 115 145 89 |

|

5. ¢ of total scudents !

(1ine 4/1line 1) 44% 342 47% 3%

|

]
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

iSpring 1977 for 1977~78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
*Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Survey data regarding reading attitudes and behaviors was analyzed
for 1978 and 1979. A summary of the major findings from the various

respondent groups is presented below.

Teachers

° In 1978, student reading attitudes and behaviors improved
at the Special Emphasis school. Comparison school teachers
also reported positive changes in students. In 1979,
improvement in student attitudes and behaviors were again
reported although the percentage of teachers reporting such
change dropped. (Tables 5.13 and 5.14)
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° In 1978, teachers' attitudes showed improvement at the Special
Emphasis and comparison school. A drop in teacher percep-

tion of change occurred in 1979. (Table 5.13)

° In 1978 and 1979, not all teachers at the Special Emphasis
school were happy with Special Emphasis. The most frequently
mentioned concerns were conflict between teachers and read-

ing specialists and dissatisfaction with project objectives.
(Table 5.15)

° In 1978 and 1979, comparison school teachers resented the
testing and additional work Special Emphasis imposed upon
them. (Table 5.15)

Students and Parents

° In 1978, data from Special Emphasis and comparison school

third graders show divergent reading attitudes and behaviors.
(Table 5.16)

o In 1979, data from Special Eumhasis and comparison school
third graders suggest they were more similar in reading

attitudes and behaviors. (Table 5.16)

° In 1978 and 1979, Special Emphasis and comparison school
fourth, fifth, and sixth graders have similar reading

attitudes and behaviors. (Table 5.17)

° In 1978 and 1979, parent survey data show only slight
differences in parent responses from the Special Emphasis

and comparison schools. (Table 5.18)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

The project school in Michigan appears to be devoid of residual
effects from Special Emphasis. In retrospect, neither district adminis-
trators nor school staff were able to identify any specific carry
over in ﬁolicies, procedures, or practices as a result of Special
Emphasis. This situation may well reflect the lack of planning, direc~
tion, and district commitment which was apparent to the study team

during the course of this evaluation.
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Site: MICHIGAN
School: SPECIAL EMPEASIS

TABLE 5.13
*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

- Effact Positive No Negative | Cannot No
iTeachears Change | Change | Change Tell | Rasponse
segsment of: 4 4 4 2 4
iStudents’ attitudes 1978 84 8 8 - =
tovard reading 1979 53 29 - 12 6
Teachers' attitudes toward ; 1978 64 32 4 - -
reading imstruction 1979 47 4l s _ s
Frincipah' attitudes 1978 24 16 - - 60
tovard readi Togran
"8 progx 1979 24 . 24 - 41 12
School: COMPARISON
Effect Positive No Negative | Cannot No
Teachars' Change | Change | Change Tell | Response
lAgsessment of: 2 2 4 2 z
|Students’' actitudes 1978 91 10 - - -
]
I:murd reading 1879 61 17 _ 17 5
;Lruch‘u' attitudes toward 1978 71 19 - - 10
ih:‘ctd.ing inscruccion 197 YR 22 - 22 ™
rmuplll' attitudes 1978 19 29 - - 52
covard readi rogran
o8 progt 1979 17 22 - 50 1

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals

100%Z.

below or above



TABLE 5.14
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS*

Site: MICHIGAN
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachars' Effect | Positive No Negative | Cannot No
Assassment of Change | Change | Change Tell | Response
Student Reading Behaviors 14 /4 14 4 [4
Time spent reading 1978 2 28 - = S
in class 1979 47 47 - - 6
Tine spent rsading 1978 44 36 - 20 -
outside of class

1979 35 35 - 24 [
Library and/or 1978 68 20 - 12 -
classroom book usage

979 53 35 - 6 6
School: COMPARISON
Teachers' =~ Effact Positive No Negative | Cannot No
'Assessnent of Change |Change | Change Tell | Response
Student Reading Behaviors 4 4 4 2 b
Time spant reading 1978 8L 5 - - 14
in class 1979 78 11 ] - 6 I 6 !

) Tima spent reading 1978 57 14 - | - 29

outside of class 1979 61 17 _ 17 P
Library and/or 1978 90 5 L - - 5
classroom book usage 1979 61 11 _ 11 16

* .
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
100%.
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TABLE 5.15
*
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT .

Site: MICHIGAN
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
)4 Z 4
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 8 36 52
project objectives 1979 12 18 65
Conflict between project objectives and (3978 - 24 72
other district objectives 1979 6 29 59
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 8 32 56
hasized at ens f TORT
emphasized at exp e of other programs 1979 6 24 59
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 12 44 36
ialist i
specialists 1979 35 59
School: COMPARISON
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
% Z %
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting & 1978 43 10 29
from the project 1979 - 22 56
Teacher resentment of extra work without 1978 43 10 | 2%
receiving new materials or other support .
_ 1979 6 39 17
Parental complaints about 1978 - 10 52
testing 1979 _ 11 . 7
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 10 5 57
emphasized at expense of other programs
1979 6 11 67

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.




STUDENT ATITITUDES AND

Site: MICHIGAN
Year: 1978

TABLE 5.16

*
BEHAVWIORS REGARDING READING — GRADE 3

Some-
School Yes times No
)4 % 4
Special
Reading is fun Emphasis 67 28 3
Comparison 46 48 1
I like t d duri Special
e to read during i 70 28 2
my free time Emphasis
Comparison 70 23 2
_ Special
I 1iké my reading class Emphasis 78 17 5
Comparison 62 30 3
Special
I read only when Emphasis 49 29 21
I have. to -
Comparisor 21 19 56
Year: 1979
Some-
School Yes times No
z % Z_
Special
Reading is fun Emphasis 75 16 3
. Comparison 79 20 1
Speedial
I like to read during Emphasis 44 38 11
my free time
Comparison 48 39 13
Special
I like my reading class Emphasis 29 25 10
Comparison 79 16 5
Special
I read only when Emphasis 46 23 25
I have to
‘ Comparison 19 27 54

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.17
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6*

Site: MICHIGAN
Year: 1978
Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
: % Z %
Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 58 41 1
Compar:l.son“"65 33 0
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 78 13 7

than last year?

. COERarison 82 11 , 4

0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
4 Z 4
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 18 61 20
per week?
Comparison 23 61 12
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 7 29 63
read during the past month?
Comparison 5 39 52
Year: 1979
Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
Z A 2
Special
Do yeu like to read? Emphasis 53 44 2
Comparigon 51 43 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 89 - 10
than last year? '
' Comparison 91 - 4
FIllIlIIlIlllllIlllIIlIlIIlII!llIlIll;H;lllIIIllIIIIlllllllllilImlIllllilnIll
0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
% Z %
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 19 66 15
per week?
Comparison z2 . 62 11
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 5 27 67
read during the past month?
Comparison 9 38 46

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY*

Site: MICHIGAN
Year: 1978

TABLE 5.18

Cannot
School Yes No Say
Y4 ) 4 4
Does your child share books Spe;ial 81 14 4
with you or your family? Emphasis
Comparison 82 14 3
Special’ .
Does the schocl set up
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis 81 14 &
_ Comparison 77 14 7
Special
Have you worked as a 76
volunteer in your child's Emphasis 12 =
o
school this year? Comparison 7 75 1
Year: 1979
Cannot
School Yes No Say
4 % Z
Does your child share books gpe:ia% 86 7 5
with you or your family? fplasis
Comparison 88 6 3
. Special
Does the school set up 89 4 6
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis
Comparison 82 9 7

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.

>
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OHIO

Summary
The ANCOVA performed for the Ohio project showed virtually no

significant differences during project year 1977-78. The one exception
was in .avor of the Special Emphasis school in the analysis of students
scoring below the mean on the pretest. Over the course of the 1977-78

project year, however, a smaller percentage of students in the compari-
son school than the Special Emphasis school fell 1 or more years below

grade level in reading. As previously discussed in Section 4, the Ohio
project was not evaluated for the 1978-79 project year.

Comparison school teachers reported slightly more positive atti-
tudinal and behavioral changes with respect to reading than did the
treatment school teachers. Resentment regarding participation in the
Special Emphasis evaluation was high among comparison schrol teachers.
In spite of LEA problems which plagued the project throughout its imple-
mentation, the instructional model used in Special Emphasis is now

being maintained for use in other district schools.

The following_subsections present a review of project outcomes
at the Ohio site.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade' Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools in Ohio is contained in Table 5.19, ANCOVA Impact
Summary. As shown by this table, there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences in project year 1977-78 for the "whole grade" cohort

groups.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For the '"below mean' ANCOVA, a significant difference was evident
only at grade 6 in which the adjusted mean posttest scaled score for
the Special Emphasis group exceeded the score f-r the comparison school

group. The average observed change in grade equivalent was 1.6 years
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for the Special Emphasis "below mean' group and 0.6 for comparison "below
mean" group. The relativelv small sample of "below mean" students (refer

to Appendix F) at this grade should, however, be noted.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Because the Ohio site did not participate in the study after 1977-78
a multi~year trend analysis is not possible. Table 5.20 illustrates
the percentages of students at each grade who were reading 1 or more
years below level in 1977-78.

TABLE 5.20
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: OHIO
Treatment School Comparison School
Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 2 e 2 % 4
2 18 NA __ _NA__|_ _l __ NA __ R

3 __ 29\>>¥JM<§>N1&____ 17 N NA_ N\ N/A
4 ¥ N WA N a1 58 SN\ NA N\ N/a
- T 43 N _N/A fﬁxjg____ 70 ﬁ};JwL<£iwA
I - JE 40 N N/A fﬁ;uﬂ J 47 —N/A N N/A

School Total. 27 N/A N/A 32 N/A N/A

e —

During project year 1977-78, the percentage of students in the
comparison school reading i or more years below grade level at the
beginning and end of the project year did not increase at the same
rate as in the Special Emphasis school. As Table 5.21 shows, only
5% more of the comparison school students read 1 or more years below
level, from 28% to 33%, that year compared with 14%, from 23% to 37%,
of the treatment school students. The bulk of this increase occurred

at the grade 5 level (refer to Table D.7 in Appendix D).
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TABLE 5.21
NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: QHIO
g Treatment School " .:moarison Schooll
, Projact Year { 2roiect Year
1977~-78 1973-793 ) 1977-73 137379
L. Total students tested at
both points* 175 N/A 145 N/a
]
3eginning of 2roject Yeur
2. Mo. students teste., > l vear !
below gradert 40 N/A ; 40 N/A
]
3. 2 of total students
(line 2/line 1) 237 N/A 28% N/A
End of Project Year
4. No. students testad > 1 year E
below gradel 65 N/A 48 N/a !
i
5. X of =otal students !
(1ine 4/line 1) 372 N/A 33% ¥/a |
| ;

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1378 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

.
.Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
*Spriag 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

s

Attitudinsl and Behsvioral Findings

Because the Special Emphasis evaluacion was not continued during
1978-79 in Ohio, no observations regarding attitudinal and behavioral
changes can be made. Based upon the data collected in 1978 several

comments can be made.

e Comparison school teachers were more positive regarding
reading attitudes and behaviors than Special Emphasis
school teachers. (Tables 5.22 and 5.23)

e Comparison school teachers expressed resentment over their

involvement in the Special Emphasis Project. (Table 5.24)
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o Special Emphasis school tesachers expressed concern that
reading was being emphasized at the expense of other program
areas. (Table 5.24)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

In spite of its problems in implementing and sustaining Special
Emphasis, the Ohio site managed to derive permanent benefits from the
project. The language experience approach to reading instruction,
which was the philosophical core of their Special Emphasis model, is
being implemented at the new magnet schools designed to be a positive
force in the district's desegregation effsrts. It seems evident th;t
an underlying factor in this carry over was the district's intention,
from the outset of the project, to replicate the model piloted in
Special Emphasis.




TABLE 5.22
x*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Sice: OHIO
School: SPECTAL EMPHASIS

! - Effect | Positive No ! Negative l Cannot ! No
Teachers l Change | Change ' Changs | Tell | Responsej
Assassment of: ) z x | = I 4 i
Students' atticudes i1978 0 70 | 30 - 1 - . |
itoward reading | 1979 i } ] : i )
: ! i ' - ! - ' = - - '
.Teachers' attitudes toward ' 1978 | 60 T I - P10 : - i
' 4 ! .
:reading instruction i 1979 ! _ | - | - | - : _ '
Principals' atcitudes 1978, 30 1 20 | - {50 1 -
i:oward reading program | 1979 | _ l _ 2 _ . : _ :
School: COMPARISON

; Effect | Positive ; o , Negative . Camnoc : Yo :
‘Teachers' ! Change j Change . Change  Tall : 2asponse;
‘Assesszent of: I I SR N S N J
Students’ attitudes ;1978 | 100 fo- - Ve -
itoward reading ! 1979 | ! ! ; : :
. 1 19 - - ! - -~ 1 = '
Teachers' attitudes toward | 1973 | 36 o - Po- 014
reading instruction | " m ' ‘

: i 1979 | - ! - - - i - :
Principals’ atecitudes | 1978 | 57 b b - Vo= i 29

v toward reading program 4 ; T
| tagge b -} - v - o o

. .
Non-regponse or rounding estimates are responsible for row tocals below or above
100Z.
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‘ TABLE 5.23
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BZHAVIORS

Site: QHIO
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Teachers' Efface | Positive No Negative | Cannot No
Assessment of ' Change | Change | Changa Tall | Rasponse
Student Reading Behaviors 2 2 2 2
Time spent reading 1978 60 30 - - 10
in class 1979 - - - - -
Time spent reading 1978 20 20 - - 60
ocutside of class =

1979 - - - - =
Library and/or 1978 60 0 - - 10
classroom book usage =

1979 - = = - -
School: CUMPARISON
Teachers' Effect Positive No Negative | Cannot No
Assessmant of Change |Changs | Change Tell | Response
{Student Reading Behaviors 2 2 2 b4 z__
Timc spent reading 1978 86 - - - 14
in class 1979 - - - - -

spent reading 1978 72 14 - - 14
tside of class

1979 - = - - -
Library and/or | 1978 72 14 - - 14
classToc: book usage 1979 - _ - - -

*Non-ruponu or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above

1002.
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TABLE 5.24

TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT*
Site: OHIO
School: . SPECTAL EMPHASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
. 4 4 4
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 - 10 70
project objectives 1979
Conflict between project objectives and |1978 - - 80
other district objectives
1979 = - L
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 10 40 40
emphasized at expense of othsr programs 1979 B _ _
Conflict between teachers :sad reading 1978 - - 80
specialists 1979 _ _ _
School: COMPARISON
rrrrr ‘ Major | Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
4 )4 S 4
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting g 1978 37 14 29
from the project 1979 - - -
Teacher resentment of extra work without 1978 86 14 - -
receiving new materials or other support|= =
1979 - - -
Parental complaints about 1978 - 29 7
testi R T
ne 1979 - - -
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 - _ 10
emphasized at expense of other programs
1979 - - -

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row

or above 100%.
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TENNESSEE

-Summary

The ANCOVA indicated no significaut differences for the Tennessee
site in project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 or for the period of 1977-79.
The comparison school did experience a net reduction of students reading
1 or more years below level in 1977-78--one of only two such instances
observed in -the Special Emphasis Project study sites. Apparent improve-~
ment in both schools in the percentages of students reading 1 or more
years below level over the course of the study seems to be heavily
influenced by the exit cof low achieving cohort groups and individuals
from the observed sample (e.g., sixth graders). This phenomenon merits
closer scrutiny.

Approximately half of the teachers in the treatment school thought
that reading may have beenvemphasized at the expense of other subjects.
These reservations notwithstanding, the Special Emphasis school teachers
identified a wide variety of reading instruction practices which they
acquired during the Special Emphasis Project and which they will continue
to use in their teaching. Thus, while the impact of Special Emphasis,
based on tests of statistical significance on the SDRT results, were
inconclusive, the residual institutional benefits in the Tennessee site
are quite clear.

. The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes

for Tennessee.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups
A summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis
comparison schools is contained in Table 5.25, ANCOVA Inpact Summary.

There were no significant differences in the adjusted posttest scaled
scores for project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 nor for the total period
1977-79 for the "whole grade" cohort groups.
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Site; TENNISSEE

TABLE 5,25
ANCOVA THPACT SUMMARY

WIOLE GRADE ]
PROJECT YEAR FROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEARS _"
1977-1978 1978-1979 1977-1979
Crade Slg, | Dtrection| Change | | Grade Sig, | Direction| Qiange | | Grade $1g, |Direction| Change
Tnitial | School| of | of In Initdal | School | of | of In [nitial | School | of | of in
Year P | Impact |Gr. Bqudv) |Year P | lwpact |Gr. Bqulv.] (Year F | lmpact 6. Equlv,
S.E .1 5., 1.8 $.B |
2 e - ! 2 whe -
o M by L 14 / C WA
SOEI +1.3 Snv:\ +100 s.Eo - +]-7
3 ‘c' Ncsl +1'1' 3 c| NoSu - ‘ +1'3 3 c' “'s' +2.0
SE [o | #,1 .E, . 1.9 5.8,
A aa | M LR T A U E Y I W
s.El +0 S s.ko +0' 1 s.E. -IO
3 - * 5 - ' § N o
Tl ") AL Y ¢ | "y
S-Eo - +0°9 s.!. - +l°l s.E. - +107
§ c N.§, 0 6 . NS, HA 6 : NS, Yy
b\
W
]
BELOW GRADE WEAN
PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEAR
1971-1978 1978-1979
Crade Sig. | Dicection| Change | | Crade §ig. | Direction | Change
Initial | School | of of {n Inftial] School | of | of in
Year P | lepact |Gr. Bquiv.) | Year ! | Iopact |Gr. Equlv.
s.lo ms S.E. +09
2 " - ) 2 we - '
¢, |8 we | ¢, M 3
8.L, #.9 5.5 #.9
1 3 ‘c. “'s° +1.3 3 c. “.Sl - +1'2
SOBI +ﬂo6 S|Eo +0|7
1 9 8 e | Y 1.3 A L 1.9
s-Bn "0.4 SIBI "0-1
A L S I A B Lt S
SIBO +0|6 s.l. ' +l|0
Q b G b.5. 1.0 b C. .5 .1




Covarj.arce Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups

For project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 there were no significant
differences in the adjusted posttest scaled scores in the analysis of

the "below mean" cohort group.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.26, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years
Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.8 to D.10 in Appendix D
to provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students reading 1 or
more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

TABLE 5.26 |
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: IZmeESSEE
Ireataent Schooi Comparison School
Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 . 2 2 2 2 X
2 31 14 0 3 _—— 0

Both the treatment and comparison schools had a drop from 1977
to 1979 in the percentage of students reading 1 or more years below
grade level; for the Special Emphasis 'school, from 45% to 20%Z, and,
for the comparison school, from 34% to 20%. By referring to Table
D.8 in Appendix D, it can be shown that the drop in the percentage of
students,reading 1 or more years below grade level from 31% to 20%,
between grade 2 student: in Spring 1977 and grade 3 students in spring
1978 is due to the exit of low achieving students and not the improve-
ment during the 1977-78 project year of students who were reading 1
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Or more years below grade level at the beginning of the project year.
This same'gonclusion applies to the other instances where a drop occurred

in the vercentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level.

It is evident from Table 5.26 that second grade students in the
treatment school are testing befter each successive year; few comparison
school second graders scored 1 or more years below gradc level at any
testing point.

Table 5.27, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below
Grade Level, shows that, for students tested both at the beginning and
end of each project year, the treatment schocl had an increase in the
percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level of
8% from 392 to 47% in 1977-78, and 2%, from 25% to 27% ia 1978-79. The
comparison school had a net decrzase of 2%, from 26% tc %% in 1977-78
and an increase of 8%, from 13% =c 23% in 1978-79.

Attitudinal zad Behavioral Findings

Data were collected in 1978 and 1979 from teachers, students,
ang parents regarding reading attitudes and behaviors. A summary of

findings by the various respondent groups are presented below.

Teachers

. At the Special Emphasis school, improvement in student
reading attitudes and behaviors and in teachers and the
principal's attitudes were reported in both 1978 and 1979.
(Tables 5.28 and 5.29)

° At the comparison school, student attitudes and behaviors
and teachers attitudes impfoved in 1978 and 1979. (Tables
5.28 and 5.29)

™ At the comparison school, following the assignment of a
new principal in 1978, teachers reported an improvement in
the principal's attitude toward reading. (Table 5.28)
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TABLE 5.27

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Sice: TENNESSEE

{ Treatment School

Comparison Scheol

' Proiect Year

Project Year !

!
!
|
!

1977-78 1573-79 v 2977-78 1978-79i
1. Total sctudeccs tested ac
both poincs* 199 160 100 105
3eginning of Project Year
2. No. scudents ctested > 1 year
below gradet 78 40 26 16
3. X of cotal students i
(line 2/line 1) 392 252 26% 152
]
i
End of Project Year
4, No. studencs tested > 1 vear
below graded 94 43 24 24
3. Z of cotal students
(1line 4/line 1) 67;_ _27L 242 232
| i
»
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
_Spring 1978 and spring 1979 sor 1978-79
.Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 197839
3,
Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79
e At the Special Emphasis school teachers felt that reading

was being emphasized at the expense of other program

areas in 1978 and 1979.

(Table 5.30)

° - At the comparison school in 1978 teachers expressed

resentment over the extra work project participation

imposed, in 1979 no teacher expressed objection.

Students and Parents

(Table 5.30)

° At the Special Emphasis and comparison schools, third

graders reveal disparate reading attitudes and behaviors in
the majority of areas probed in 1978 and 1979.
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Sice: TENNESSEE
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

TARLE 5.28
*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

L —— . ELE Positive | No Negative | Cann N
.“h.r" \ oo ~ T po
‘F‘"“ ¢ of: Ch;nz‘ Chxzmgc Ch;np 1:;1.1 Rnl:z:onu
Students’' attitudes 1978 160 - - - -l
toward raading
1979 82 9 9 - -
Teachers' attitudes toward | 1973 -
ituun; instruction == 8 L - —
1979 91 - - 9 -
rincipals' attitudas 1 86 - - -
[:wud reading program 378 1’.‘
1979 82 = = 18 -
School: CCMPARISON
. - Effect Pogitive No Negative | Cannot No
eachers Changa | Change Change Tell | Rasponse
Asgesamant of: S 2 2 4 2
Students' attitudes 1 - -
Itoverd 978 100 - -
1979 100 - - - -
Teachers' avcitudes toward 73 7 - ! -
‘reading instruction 1378 2 2 =
1979 100 - - - -
rincipals' attitudes 27 45 - -
’:mrd rsadisg program 1978 ' 2z
1979 | 67 22 - n | -

L ]
Non-response or rounding estiautes are rasponsible

100: L4
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TABLE 5.29
- *
TEACHERS' ASSESSMEHTSW_QF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site:  TENNESSEE
School: SPECIAL =MPHASIS

' IS E v 3 K¢
B:ld:::n: of \K&c: Pg;::::‘ Chi‘:n N?h:::l‘ c;:nll thP:nu
Studeat Reading Behaviors i 4 4 2 2 2
71ze speat resding 1978 | 93 7 - -
in class 1979 82 9 - 9 -
Time spent reading 1978 57 36 - - 7
outside of class 1979 64 _ _ % -
Library and/or _1978 79 21 - - <
classroom book uaage 1979 73 . ~ 18 N
School: COMPARISON
ITasachers'’ Effect Positive Ho Negative | Cannot No
Assessnant of Change |Change { Change Tell | Raspouse
Student Reading Behaviors 2 z 2z L SN
Tima spent readiang 1978 3 27- - = L -
in class 1979 100 - - - -
Time spent reading 1978 45 27 - | 27 -

X outside of class 1979 % _ R 6 _L. _
iLibrary and/or 1578 91 9 - = bt
classroom book usage 1979 100 — _ _ _

*
Non;rcl‘pmc or rounding astimates are rasponsible for row totals below or above
1002. .
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TABLE 5.30
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT*

Site: TENNESSEE
School: SPECIAL EMPIIASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Protlem | Problem
)4 2 4
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 - - 93
project objectives 1979 _ 18 82
Conflict between project objectives and [1978 - 14 79
other district objectives
1979 - 27 73
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 - 50 43
hasized at nse of other progr
emp eXpense of other programs | g 9 27 64
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 - 14 79
specialists -
1979 18 82
School: COMPARISON
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
: Y4 Y4 2
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting g 1978 3 3 73
from the project 1979 - - 100
Teacher resentment of extra work without 1978 9 36 45
receiving new materials or other support
1979 - - 100
Parental complaints about 1978 - - 91
testing 1979 _ _ 100
Teacher feelings that reading is -
1978 27 64
emphasized at expense of other programs
- 1979 - 11 89

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.31

%
STUDENT ATTITUTLES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: TENNESSEE °
Year: 1978

Some-
School Yes times No
Z y 4 k4
Special
Reading 4s fum Emphasis 40 >2 4
Comparison 52 31 9
Special’
I like to read during Emphasis 71 15 10
my free time
Comparison| 57 31 5
A Special
I 1iké my reading class Emphasis 60 22 15
Comparison 64 19 9
' Special :
I read only when Emphasis 50 15 33
I have. to
Comparison 38 19 33
Year: 1979
. Some- .
School Yes times No
a2 _Z A
Special
Reading 1s fun Emphagis 80 16 2
Comparison| 56 34 3
Special -- :
I like to read during Emphasis 44 42 13
my free time - ]
Comparison 53 34 6
*Special
- I like my reading class Emphasis 64 31 4
Comrison 66 12 16
Special
I read only when Emphasis 34 24 38
I have to
Comparison 41 22 31

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are respons

or above 100%.

ible for row totals below




° At the Special Emphasis and comparison schools, students
in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades revealed nearly
identical reading attitudes and behaviors in 1978 and 1979.
(Table 5.32)

o The Special Emphasis and comparison schools parent data fer

1978 and 1979 show little difference between the two groups.
(Table 5.33)

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

No site has experienced the degree of residual experience
cn the district, project schoci, staff, and families as has the Tennessee
site. Not only have teachers and administrators seen scores improving
on district-administered reading achievement tests, but everyone involved
in the project felt that their approach to Special Ewmphasis 'worked,"
i.e., the strategies devised for Special Emphasis were a better way of
teaching than those they had employed in the past. According to the
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, the district will be looking
forvways to apply project features--either with district funds or with
outside funding. Evea without further initiatives, he felt that there are
definite residual effects: teachers have been trained in reading
instruction, and they will apply their skills for years to come; and
students and parents have been motivated to develop keen interest in
reading and will influence other siblings.

In the view of the reading supervisor, Special Emphasis was imple-
mented in a situation where Title I and ESAA hadn't made any impact in
achievement lavels-—-in fact, the situation waé getting worse. By
putting the reading specialists into the classroom with teachers, both
children and teachers learned new skills. In areas such as technical
decisions on student grouping and choosing appropriate ~aterials to
suit individual student needs and in routine matters such as space
arrangement in the classroom, the teachers assimilated new approaches
from the collegial interchange with the reading specialists. As a

result, LEA officials feel that the classroom teachers are now in
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TABLE 5.32

*
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: TENNESSEE
Year: 1978
T Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
4 2 %
Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 57 42 1
Comparison 55 41 1
Special
Do you read better this year Emphasis 78 17 4

than last year?

Comgarison 68 17 11
0 1-5 6+

Reading Habits School
' 4 4 4
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 17 62 21
per week?
Comparison 20 63 12°
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 2 29 67
read during the past month? ‘
: Comparison 3 41 52
Year: 1979
- Some~
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
)4 b4 4
Special
Lo you like to read? Emphasis 46 50 2
Comparison 35 42 3
Special
Do you read better this year | Fuphasis 89 - 9

than last year? .
Comparison | 96 - 4
0 1-5 6+

Reading Habits School
)4 2 Z
How xany hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 24 63 11
per week?
' Comparison | 20 72 8
Special
How many books have you Emphasis J 44 49
read during the past month? :
Comparison 6 29 64

= g
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.33
%
SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY

Site: IENNESSEE
Year: 1978

Cannot
School Yes No Say
4 Y4 )4
Does ‘your child share books Special
with you or your famiiy? Emphasis 80 16 4
Comparison 75 18 4
Special’ )
Does the school set up
parent/teacher conferences? - Exphasis 46 37 14
Comparison 37 50 7
» Special
Have you worked as a
volunteer in your child's Eophasis 13 74 1
school this year? Comparison 6 76 2
Year: 1979
Cannot
School "Yes No Say
4 2 2
Special
Does your child share books ;
with you or your family? Emphasis 81 11 6
‘ Comparison| 8 | 0 2
Special
Does -the- scheol set-up
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis 58 25 15
Comparison 50 33 14

* .
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%. '
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a better position to make decisions on what the students need. The
experiment of putting the reading specialists into the classrooms with
teachers, she feels, has had the greatest impact on students and teachers.
Thus, she sees that the district can go a lot further than it has in

the past in its utilization of specialists.

Originally, the school district was negative about attempting
change "from the top down." Through the Special Emphasis experience
they have learned that classroom teachers are looking for support. They
now recognize that bty providing resources and models, change can be
initiated. Without this éspect of Special Emphasis, she feels the
school would not be able to sustaina the impetus once the Title VII
funding ended.

From the experimental principal's perspective, both the students
and the teachers have gained. Through staff development, the teachers
have learned to use assessment in program planning and implementation.
Parent involvement was not anticipated to the extent that it occurred.
(Among the spin-off effects: 16 parents participated in a General
Education Development (GED) class taught by a reading specialist; thus
far, 7 parenis have been awarded their GED.) After Special Emphasis
funding expired, the principal designated the two reading specialists
in his school as resource persons and reading materials coordinators,
and the teachers continued to use these resources. Teachers report &
better understanding and greater use of student grouping, diagnostic
assessment, matching materials with students, and handling several
groups within the classroom. While only 45% of the teachers pradicted
carry-over effects, 917 were able to cite specific, tangible benefits
from Special Emphasis,
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TEXAS

Summary

The ANCOVA for the ''whole grade'" and -'below mean'" cohort groups
in Texas showed scattered instances of significant differences between
the Special Emphasis and comparison groups. In each of these instances,
the adjusted posttest scaled scores for the Special Emphasis group
exceeded that of the comparison group. These were statistically
significant differences in adjusted posttest scores for both project
years for the grade 2 "below mean" groups. The treatment and comparison
schools experienced no overall change in the percentage of students

readiag 1 or more years below grade level over the 1977-79 period.

No obvious differences appeared with respect to perceptions of
reading attitudes between éhe Special Emphasis and comparison schools.
The school district's favorable experience with Special Emphasis has
influenced policies and procedures relating to reading programs within
the district, and several other residual effects from the project were
noted as well.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes
for Texas.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools is contained in Table 5.34, ANCOVA Impact
Summary. In project year 1977-78, a statistically significant difference
in the adjusted posttest scaled scores was identified for grade 2.
In this instance, the score for the Special Emphasis group exceeded
that of the comparison group. The average observed change in grade
equivalent for the Special Emphasis group was 0.7 vs. 0.5 for the
comparison group. The presence of ceiling effects in the posttest
scores of each group result in an underestimation of the true change

in grade equivalent.
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TABLE 5,34

ANCOVA TMPACT SUMMARY
Site: TEMS
IR e WOLE WS .
ROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEARS
_ 1977-1978 1978-1979 o-ns
Grade Slg. | Mrection| Change Grade S1p, | Mrection | Change | | Grade S1g. (Directlon| Change
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N
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Grade Stg. | Direction | Change Grade Sig. | Direction | Change |
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For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA revealed a statistically
significant Jdifference in the adjusted posttest scaled score favoring
the Special Emphasis group for grade 5. The average observed change in
grade equivalent was 1.7 years for the Special Emphasis group and 0.6

for the comparison group.

For the 1977-79 period, a statistically significant difference
in adjusted posttest scaled scores was identifiad for the grade 5
"whole grade" group completing grade 5 in spring 1979. This parellels
the results of the grades ANCOVA for 1978-79. The observed change in
grade equivalent was 2.5 years for the Special Emphasis group and 1.4
years for the comparison group. It should be noted, however, that
ceiling effects were present on the pretest, thus causing an overesti-

mation of the true change.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cohort Groups
For project year 1977-78, the ANCOVA indicated a significant

difference in the adjusted posttest scores for grade 2 favoring the

Special Emphasis "below mean'" group. This finding replicates the
results for the '"whole grade" analysis.for grade 2 in the same project
year. The average observed change in grade equivalent was identical
to that for the "whole grade" group--0.7 for Special Emphasis "below

mean" group and 0.5 for the comparison "below mean" group.

In project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA identified a statistically
significant difference for grade 2 in mean adjusted posttest scores
favoring the Special Emphasis group. In this case, the average observed
change in grade equivalent was 0.6 for the Special Emphasis "below mean'

group and 0.4 for the comparison '"below mean" group.



Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Vears Below Grade Level

Table 5.35, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years
Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.1l to D.13 in Appendix D
to provide a trend analysis of the percentage of students reading 1
or more years below grade level in 1977, 1978, and 1979.

TABLE 5.35
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE 1LEVEL

Site: TEXAS
Trearment School Comparison School
Spring Spring Spring Spring Spriag Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 2 2 2 2 2
I S 7 6 ——— 3 8  _ _ 6
I 7. N2 N W 15 7 N 9

ST T NI I N N
—— e S e 52 X_:s N3 _ - 43

R S —_NMM—-- N/A L NNN/AL NN _N/A

School Total 18 18 15 17 20 16

Table 5.35 shows that there was almost no change in the percentage
of students reading 1 or more years below grade level for either schocl
during the course of the study. There are no instances where there are
decrease in the percentage of students'reading 1l or more years below

grade level following normal grade progression.

Table 5.36, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below
Level, illustrates that the rate at thch gtudents fall a year ov
more below level is approximat~ly the same for both Special Emphasis
and the comps~ison school. In 1977-78, the percentage of students
reading i or more ye ;s below grade level changed irom 7% to 16%,

a 9% increasa Jor the treatment school from the beginning to end

of the project year; for the comparison school, the ciange was from
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10%Z to 202, a 107 increase. In 1978-79, the increase in the percentage
of students reading 1 or more years below grade level for the treatment
school was 10%, from 8% to 18%:; for the comparison school, the increase
was 8%, from 17% to 25%.

TABLE 5. 36
NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: TEXAS
Irearment School i Comparison 3chooll
Project Year ! Project Year
1977=78 1978-79 1977-78 1978-79
1. ‘“otal students tested ac
both poiacs* . 278 199 334 248
|
3eginning of Project Year
+2. No. studencs zested > 1 year
below grade* ~ 19 16 3% 42 .
|3. X of total students )
I (line 2/line 1) > 32 102 17% |
; H
! %
End of Proiect Year }
4. YNo. students tested > 1 vear
below graded 44 35 67 62
5. X of total students
! (line 4/line 1) 162 182 202 252
!

*Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 f.r 1978-79
Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Resul¢s of teacher, student, and parent surveys administered
in 1978 and 1979 are outlined below.

Teachers

) From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors and
teacher and the priacipal's attitudes toward reading
improved at the Special Emphasis school. (Tables 5.37 and
5.38)

® From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors showed
vositive change, however, change in 1979 is not as great
as in 1978 at the comparison school. (Tables 5.37 and
5.38)

° From 1978 to 1979, fewer teachers thought their colleagues'
and the principal's attitudes toward reading showed improve-
ment et the comparison school. (Table 5.37)

° From 1978 to 1979, teacher concerns or prcblems resulting
from project participation diminished at the Special
Emphasis school. (Table 5.39)

° Fvom 1978 to 1979, teacher concerns resulting from project
participation decreased at the comparison school,‘however,
the majority of teachers remained dissatisfied with their
role. (Table 5.39)

Students and Parents

° In 1978, grade 3 students at the Special Emphasis and'
comparison schools reflected eimilar reading attitudes
and behaviors. (Tabie 5.40)

. In 1979, more Special Emphasis third graders reported that
readirg was fun than did comparison students. (Table 5.40)
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L] In 1978 and 1979, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students
show similar reading attitudes and behaviors at both
schools. (Table 5.41)

e In 1978 and 1979, comparison school parents report a higher

incidence of school-arranged parent-teacher coanferences.
(Table 5.42)

Data from which these conclusions were drawn are contained in
Tables 5.37-5.42.

Residual Effects of Speciai Emphasis
District officials felt that all the objectives of Special
Emphasis had been met. As a result of the Spaerial Emphasis eXperience,

the district will demand more reading preparation for its new teachers
and will =¢’ Quidelines for reading programs in primary grades. The
skill mas: -7y record keeping system installed at the project school
vill be re'r.-<ed and replicated in other district schools. Special
Emphasis .4, to some extent, responsible for the diétrict's decision
to increase its reading budget over the past 3 years. ~School adminis-
traturs and staff felt that they have a better understanding of the role
of reading in the curriculum and that reading levels can be improved.
The key elements of Special Eaphasis have been incorporated into the
ongoing Title I program. As a result of the project, teachers

appeared to be inclined to seek advice and assistance from reading
specialists in teaching reading within their classrooms. This situation
stands in contrast to the situation found at the comparison school
where the reading specialist appears to be viewed as an adjunct to the
school reading program and is not regularly sought out by teachers for
asgistance. The district's reading supervisor no longer sees the need
for "pull out" programs in the primary grades, since the use of reading
specialists within the classroom has been so successful. Sixty-seven
percent of the teache-s in the experimeatal school predicted residual
effects in teacher ‘,ractices, chiefly in the use of materials, skills

assessment, and 7u the adoption of learning stations and instructional



grouping within the classroom. Parent volunteers were incorporated
into the school environment and became aides in the instructional
program. School and district personnel expect parent involvement to

be extended in future years.

TABLE 5.37 .
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Sice: TEXAS

School: SPECIAL FMPHASIS

Effect Positive No Negative | Cannoc No
Teachers' - Changa | Change | Change Tell | Response
Assassmant of: 2 2 X 2 z
lStudencs’ accicudes 1978 | 52 38 - 1 -1 10
tovard reading 1979 | 60 s 5 30 -
Teachers' atticudes toward | 1978 48 | 33 10 - 10
reading instruction 1 1979 70 5 5 I EJ s
Principals' attitudes 1978 | 14 52 | 10 - 24
toward resding progranm 1979 20 I 45 ' 10 25 _
School: COMPARISON

Effeact Posicive jac] Negative | Canrot Ne
Teachars' . Changs | Change | Change Tell ! Response
Apgugsmane of: 2 2 — =2 2 b4
Studaice' attitudes 1978 | 72 28 - J - -
toward reading . 1979 74 17 - | 4 4
Teachers' attitudas coward ;-;73 68 28 4 - -
reading instruction 1979 48 39 4 4 J 4
Ftincivlll' attictudes 1978 | 52 1 40 - -~ | 8
ltt:murd reading program 1979 l 30 35 ~ } 0 J %
'Non-ulponsc or rounding estimates are responsible £or row totals below or above

100%.
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TABLE 5.38
. *
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: TEXAS
School: SPECILL EMPHASIS .
Teachers' Effect | Prsitive Yo Negative | Cannot No
Assessmont of Change | Change ! Change Tell | Resiponse
|Student Reading Behaviors ) 4 2 Z 2 2 '
Tima spent rasding 1978 43 48 = — 10
iz class 1979 | 60 30 - 10 -
Tine *:.pon: reading 1978 29 57 - - -
oucs clas — -
“ @ of s 1979 40 25 10 25 -
Library and/or 1978 38 52 - - 10 !
classroom book usage —
1979 | ss 30 5 w | -
School: COMPARISON
Teachers' Effuct Positive No Negative | Cannot No
Assesganent of : Changs | Changs | Changs Tell | Response
Studant Reading Bahaviors 2 2 1 _z 2 Z
Tize spent reading " 11978 | 96 4 - i - -
in class 79 ] 70 26 - - 4
Time gpent reading 1978 72 24 - - | &
outside af class 1979 70 13 - 13 4
I-ﬁ:aty and/otr 1978 - - - - -
class . —
room book usags 1979 7% 17 _ s | 4

. .
Non-rasponse or rounding estimates are rasponsible for

100%.
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TABLE 5.39
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT*

Site:  TEXAS
School: SPECIAL F {PHASIS
Major | Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
Z b4 4
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 9 33 33
project objectives 1979 _ 25 70
Conflict between project objectives an' {1978 5 29 52
other district objectives 1979 5 40 50
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 10 24 57
emphasized at expense of other programs
1979 5 30 60
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 14 38 33
specialists
1979 5 15 75
School: COMPARISON
_¥7 Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
Z A %
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting 8 1978 28 36 16
from the project 1979 17 39 35
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support 1978 44 48 8
1979 39 26 30
Parental complaints about 1978 12 36 52
testin .
esting | 1979 17 70
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 28 64
emphasized at expense of other programs S
1979 22 65

*
Non-rasponse «r rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.40

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3*

Site: TEXAS
Year: 1978

Some-
)4 4 4
Special
Reading is fun Emphasis 39 35 6
Comparison 41 51 6
Special’
I like to read during Emphasis 55 36 9
my free time
Comparison 63 31 5
Special
I 1ik€é my reading class Emphasis 62 20 4
Comparison 58 27 13
Special ,
I read only when Emphasis 31 30 40
I have to
Comparison 41 23 29
Year: 1979
Some~
School Yes times No
4 2 4
Special
Reading is fun Emphasisg 75 18 3
Comparison 57 39 4
Speciai
I like to read during Emphasis 48 42 6
my frec time ‘ )
Comparison 43 47 9
Special
I like my reading class | Emphasis 69 16 1
‘ Comparison 79 15 6
Special
I read only when Emphasis 32 25 39
I have to ,
Comparison 43 29 28

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.41

STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6*

Site: TEXAS
Year: 1978
. Some-~ -
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
% 4 4
Special
Do yocu like to read? Emphasis 47 50 2
Comparigson 44 52 - 4
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 76 18 5
than last year?
Comparison 78 11 10
0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
_ Z % 4
How many hours d- 7ou spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 17 62 19
per week? B T
Comparison 14 57 23
Special
How mar; books have you Emphasis 3 31 65
read during the past month?
Comparison 8 29 62
Year: 1979
Some-
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
4 4 4
Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 49 50 1
Comparison 48 49 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 91 = 8

than last year?

. Comparison 88 - 11
0

. 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
4 4 %
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 13 70 16
per week? .
Comparison 15 61 23
Special
How many books have vou Emphasis 5 25 69
read during the past month?
Compatrison 4 33 63

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE % .42
SUMMARY OF PARFNT SURVEY™

Site: TEXAS
Year: 1978
C-nnot
School Yes No Say
)4 4 2
Special
Does ycur child share books ,
with you or your family? Emphasis L 18 2
Comparison 78 18 2
. Special’ .
Does the school set up )
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis 37 50 11
Comparison 58 32 7
Special
Have you worked as a 7 80 2
volunteer in your child's Exphasis
school this year? Compariseon 7 80 3
Year: 1979
Cannot
School Yes No Say
Y4 4 4
4 Special
Deas your child share books 2 3
with you or your family? -EEEEQEEQ— 8 13
' Comparison | 87 11 1
Special
Does the school sét up 46 32 21
parent/teacher conferences? | Ezphasis
' Compariuon | 69 19 11

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below
or above 100%Z.
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VEST VIRGINIA

Summary

The ANCOVA for the 'whole grade" and "below mean" cohort g oups
in West Virginia showed scattered instances of significant differences—-
some favoring the Special Emphasis gfoup, some favoring the comparison
group. In the "below mean" analysis, the sixth grade Special Emphasis
group had statistically significant differences in the adjusted posttest
scaled scores in project years 1977-78 and 1978-79. The treatment
and the comparison schools had comparable increases in students reading
1 or more years belcw grade level over the 1977-79 period, with the
comparison school registering a decrease of 1% during 1977-78.

Approximately half of the Special Emphasis school classroom
teachers said that they will continue to employ reading instruction

methods used in Special. Emphasis.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes
for West Virginia.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade' Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in West Virginia Special
Emphasis and comparison schools is contained in Table 5.43, ANCOVA
Impact Summary. Complete data can be found in the tables contained in
Appendixes E and F. For project year 1977-78, statistically significant
differences in the adjusted posttest scaled scores were identified for
grades 4 and 5. 1In beth instances, the adjusted posttest scaled .scores
for the comparison group exceeded those for the Special Emphasis group.
The average observed changes in grade equivalent for the comparison
group were 1.9 at grade 4 and 1.4 for grade 5; for the Special Emphasis
group, .9 and .05, respectively, for grades 4 and 5. For the fourth
grade, serious ceiling effects were encountered in the pre- and posttest
for the Speciel Emphasis group and the posttest of the comparison
group precluding interpretation of the observed change in grade equiva-
lent. For the fifth grade, there were ceiling effects on the pretest--

resulting in an overestimate  of the true change in grade equivalent.
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Slte:  WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE 5.43
ANCOVA TMPACT SUMMARY

WHOLE GRADE T e
PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YeaRs T
o 1977-1978 1978-1979 1977-1979
Grade Sig. | Uirection| Change Grade S1g. | Mrection | (hange Grade Sy, Dlre?t‘i"(ihw-cﬁﬁg—e" |
Inftial | School | of | of in Initial| School } of | of in Initial | School | of | of in
Ycar F_| Impact |Gr. Bquiv. [ Year P_ | Impact |Gr. Equiv. |Year F | Impact |ecr, Equiy,
S'Eo - m's sOBI +O06 . SoB- o
2 o | ns 08 2 A 0 2 ;
S.E 41, 5.5 +1.1 5.8, N _’:1.9
J ‘Co NcSo - +l.B 3 c. N.S. . 'H].9 3 C. NnSo - +l.6
S.E. 5.5 5.2 :
l' {0.9 4 +lol - +2|7
¢ [0 ¢ by ¢, [O| SEO| 4 e U] SEL
5.K, 1.5 8.8, ) 1.1 5.E, H 8
5 e, || ¢ oy 5 o (NS 1.1 5 C. 0 g 1.2
Sol. - +206 sozo - +0'9 s.!. - +1|]
b e M 1.1 N PR L 0.3 A L 1.8
RELOW GRADE NEAT I
PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YFAR
1971-1978 1978-1979
Crade 51g. | Direction| Clange Grade S1g. | Direction | (hange
Inltisl | School| of | of In Initiel | School | of of in
Year F_| Impact |Gr, Bquiv. |Year ! | Impact |Gr. Bquiy,
s.lo - +101 3.5. i0‘7
2 c. N.s. "‘0.8 2 c. NOSO ) mla
., _ .5 8.L. 0.7
Yol M H.2 L T AL U
S.E. 0.7 5.2, Ho' |
226 § 0. 01 C. 3 § . <.0] 5.E .1
5.2, .| e s, | 0|
N L y N A L R
Q 80!0 41,5 s.l. +102
EMC 6 c. 002 SOEI +[,S 6 c. <l0] SIEI "o.l




For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA indicated statistically
significant differences for grade 2 favoring :he comparison grout nd
for grade 4 favoring the Special Emphasis group. The average observed
change in grade equivalent for grade 2 was .6 years for the Special
Emphasis group and .8 years for the comparison group. The average observed
change in grade equivalent for grade 4 was 1.1 for the Special Emphasis
group and .l years for the comparison group. Attention should be
directed to the presence of ceiling effects for the grade 2 posttest
scores resulting in an underestimate of the true change and for both
pre~ and posttests for the grade 4 Special Emphasis group and for the
posttest for the comparison group indicating that the observed change

may not be a good indicator of the true change.

For the period 1977-79, the ANCOVA identified a significant differ-
ence for grade 4 favoring the Special Emphasis group and for grade 5
favoring the comparison group. This result parallels the ANCOVA results
for the individual project years. The average observed cnange in grade
equivalent over the 2-year period was 2.7 years for the grade 4 Special
Fmphasis group vs. 1.8 years for the comparison group, and 2.2 years for
the grade 5 comparison group vs. 1.8 years for the Special Emphasis
group. Ceiling effects wera encountered for btoth grade 4 groups and

for the grade 5 Special Emphasis group on the pre- and posttest.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean' Cohort Groups

Table 5.43 provides a summary of results from the below mean
ANCOVA tables contained in Appendix F. For project year 1977-78, the
ANCOVA identified statistically significant differences for grades 4
and 6. The mean adjusted posttest scaled scores of the grade 4 compari-
son group exceeded that of the Special Emphasis group. For grade 6,
the mean adjusted posttest scaled score of the Special Emphasis group
exceeded that of the comparison group. The average observed change
in grade'equivalent for the grade 4 comparison group was 1.3 years
compared with .7 for the Special Emphasis group. The average observed
change in grade equivalent for grade 6 was 2.5 for the Special Emphasis
group vs. 1.5 for the comparison group--both educationally significant
changes.
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For project year 1978-79, the ANCOVA for the '"below mean" cohort
groups indentified statistically significant differences at grades 3,
4, and 6. The adjusted pdsttest scaled scores of the Special Emphasis
group exceeded those of the comparison group at grades 4 and 6; the |
reverse was true at grade 3. Thre average .bserved change in grade
equivalent for grade 3 was 1.2 years for -h¢ .omparis "be =an'"
group vs. .7 years for the Special Emphasis 'below mean' group, for
grade 4 it was 1.0 years for the Special Empuasis group vs. 0.1 years
for the comparison group, and for grade 6 it was 1.2 years for t' .

Special Emphasis group vs. 0.1 for the comparison group.,

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level
Table 5.44, Trend Analysis of Srudents Reading 1 or More Years
Below Grade Level, combines data from Tables D.1l4-16 in Apprendix D to

provide a trend analysis of percentages of students in grade cohorts

reading 1 or more years below grace level.

TABLE 5.44
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: WEST VIRGINIA

Treatment School Comparison School
. Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 Z Z 2 2 3
S S 19 _— 6 - S 1. 32 - 22 - 21
I A 26 :5\204:>x_2__7- 2 SN2 o
——m b __ 3 OSN3 N2 _ s N 26 S o0

——— S e 69 N SL DN &7 _ 63 SN 56 N_s2
Y S 39 D37 DN 56 _ | _63 DS 49 sz

School Total ° 36 24 29 40 30 37
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In almost all cases, as students progress in grade level a larger
percentage of students read 1 or more years below grade level. The
exception to this general trend occurs for both schools between grade 5
students in spring 1977 and grade 6 students in spring 1978. Table D.1l4
in Appendix D shows that for students tested at Loch points there was
an improvement in students who read 1 or more years below grade level in
spring 1977 from 29 scudents to 16 students in spring 1978 for the Special
Emphasis school and from 29 students to 20 students for the comparison
school.” In addition, there were no grade 6 students in either schocl
for 1977-78 who fell 1 or more years below grade level.

Attention should be directed to the drop in the percentage of
grade 2 students reading 1 or more years below grade level from spring
1977 to spring 1979, from 192 to 5% for the treatment schooi and from'
32% to 21Z for the comparison school.

Table 5.45, Numbers of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below
Grade Level, shows similar patterns for both schools between project
years 1977-78 and 1978-79 in the change in percentage of students reading

1l or more years below grade level.

In 1977-78, the Special Emphasis school experienced only a 1%
increase, from 27Z to 28%, in the percentage of students reading 1 or
more years below grade level (based on only students tested both springs).'
For the comparison school there was a decrease of 1%, from 32% to 31%,
in the percentage of students reading below level. Howevar, in project
year 1978-79 both schools had an increase in the number of students
reading 1 or more years below grade level--an 11Z, increase, from 20%
to 31%, at the treatment school and a 14% increase, from 24% to 38%, at

the comparison school.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Teachers, students, and parents were surveyed in 1978 and 1979
regarding perceived changes in reading attitudes and behaviors. Results

of these surveys from the various respondent groups are presented below.



TABLE 5.45

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOYW GRADE LEVEL

Sice: WEST VIRGINIA

Treatment School - Conparison School
Project Year Project Year _
1977-78 1378-79 1977-78 1978-79i
i
1. Total scudencs testad ac _ |
bovh poincs* 223 263 209 211 |
i
|
Beginning of Project Year i
2. Yo. studencs tasted > 1l year ;
below grade’ 60 33 67 __ 30

3. % of cotal students [ .
(line 2/line 1} 272 202 322 24% 1
]
End of Project Year %
i
4. V¥o. studeants tested > I vear :
below gradej 62 32 65 81 |
5. X of cotal students !
(line 4/1line 1) 287 k¥ 54 1z 18y |

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-78
‘Spring 1978 and spriag 1979 for 1978-79

'Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978

for 1978-79

Spring 1978 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Teachers

At the Special Emphasis school, improvement in student

reading attitudes and behaviors, and teacher and principal

attitudes were reported in 1978 and 1979.

and 5.47)

changes were reported for students in 1973.

' of positive change denreased in 1979.

1978 and 1979.

(Table 5.46)

(Tables 5.46

At the comparison school, positive attitudinal and behavioral

The percentage
(Tables 5.46 and 5.47)

At the comparison school, teacher attitudes improved in



e At the Special Emphasis school, no major problems were
reported following the implementation of the project in
1978 or 1979. (Table 5.48) )

® - At the comparison school, the majority of teachers expressed
resentment over the extra work due to their participation
in the project in 1978 and 1979. (Table 5.48)

Students and Parents

e At the Special Emphasis and comparison school, with the
exéeption of students who reported they read during their
free time, third graders reflected similar reading attitudes
apd behaviors in 1979. (Tables 5.49)

) At both achools, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students °
had similar reading attitudes and behaviors in 1979.
(Table 5.50)

Comparison school student data for 1978 and parent data for 1978

and 1979 wm¥m not received. Special Emphasis school parent data vere
not received in 1979. {Table 5.51)

The West Virginia project evinced a modicum of carry over from
Spgcial Emphasis. According to district officials; the lessons and
techniques employed in Special Emphasis will be used by the district
reading specialists as they move on to new (other) schools. (It is
the district's intention to utilize reading specialists and the
Wisconsin Design at different schools, shifting schools every 1 ér 2
years until all schools have received additional help in reading.)

At the s:hool level, the principal sees no continuation of Special
Emphasis because of lack of resources. At the classrooa level, however,
462 of the teachers claimed that they would continue to use the

. resource ‘materials, skill building methods, and grouping features
learned in the Special Emphasis inservice training yrogram. Only 28%
of the treatment classroom teachers had increased the number of methods
of instruction by the end of the.project vs. 50% of the comparison
school teachers. N
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TABLE 5.46
*
TEACHERS ' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

Site:  WEST VIRGINIA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Effect Posicive No Negative ! Zannot Yo
Taschers' Changs | Change | Change Tell | Responsa
Assassmant of: 4 4 4 4 4
Students' attitudes 1978 64 16 - - -
{covar sading
covard ¢ 1979 | 69 15 - 8 8
Teachars' attitudes toward | 1973 82 18 - | - -
reading instruction
1979 17 8 8 8 -
[Priocipals' actitudes 1978 82 18 - - -
toward raading pro g
Faating srogrem 1979 | 85 15 - - -

School: CCHPARISON

Effect . Poaitive No Negative | Cannot No

Teschars' Change |Change | Change Tell ! Response
E&m: of: 4 4 z 2 4
tudents' attitudas 1978 70 30 - - -
tovard reading 1679 58 2% - 17 -
Teachars' attitudas toward | y97g 70 10 - - -

) rasding instruction ;

‘ : 1979 67 25 - 8 - |
mﬁf’%‘“’-‘“" 1978 30 50 - - 20
tovard r ag progran

§ progrx 1973 17 33 - 50 -

”
‘Non-response or rounding ertimates are responsible for row totals below or above
100%.
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TABLE 5.47
*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

.

Site: WEST VIRGINTA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

Teachers' Effect Positive No Negative | Cannot Yo
- Assesomant of Change | Change | Change | Tell | Raspounss
Student Rasding Bahaviors 2 2 2 2 _ 2
Tima spent reading 1978 | 64 36 = = ~
in class 1979 69 23 - - 8
Time spent reading 1978 36 36 - 28 -
ocutside of clgss
1979 54 31 - 1S —
Library aad/or 1978 64 36 - - =
classroom book usage
_ 1979 54 139 - 8 -
School: COMPARISON
Teachers ' Effect | Positive | Nc | Negstive | Camnot Yo
Assassoant of Change | Change | Change Tall | Rasponse
Student Reading Bahaviors 2 Z 4 4 b4
Tize cpent reading 1978 90 - - L - 10
ia class 1979 67 25 - | 8 -
A Time spent reading 1978 50 40 - - 10
outside of class 1979 67 17 - 17 -
Library m:/c': : 1978 40 40 - - 20
classroom book usage 1979 92 8 _ _ -

® ) .
Noo-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below or above
1002.
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TABLE 5.48
*
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECTAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEVENT

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
2 Z %
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 - 18 82
roject objectives
proj h| 1979 - 23 77
Conflict between project objectives and [197g - 18 82
other -district objectives —4
1979 - 8 92
Teacher feelings thzt reading is 1978 - 27 73
emphasized at expense of other programs 1979 - 15 85
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 - 18 82
specialists 1979 _ 15 85
School: COMPARISON
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Probiem
R 4 )4 4
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting & 1978 40 30 =
from the project 1979 17 25 50
Teacher resentment of extra york without|, g, 30 40 20
receiving new materials or other support
1979 42 25 33
Parental complaints about 1978 - 30 60
testing .
1979 - - 92
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 - 10 80
emphasized at expense of other programs
1979 - 8 83

%
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.49

*
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
Year: 1978

Somz-

School Yes times No
y4 )4 ) 4
Special
Reading is8 fun Emphasis 45 47 8
Comparison - - -
. Specia’
I like to read during Emphasis 63 33 4
my free time
Ccmparison - - -
Special
I 1iké my reading class Emphasis 71 25 4
Comparison - - -
Special i
I rzad only when Emphasis 53 22 25
I have to
Comparisox - - -
Year: 1979
Some~-
School Yes times No
4 -2 2
. Special '
Reading is fun Emphasis 78 17 5
‘ Comparison 87 13 0
: Special-—- : ) '
I like to read during Emphasis 47 36 17
ny free time ' '
Compari.son 61 34 5
S i
. Eophasis | 8 | I3 3
I like my reading class
Comparison 87 13 0
Special
I read Only when EmphaSiS 20 22 58
I have to
: Comparison 27 32 40
*

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.50
*
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
Year: 1978
, Some-
‘47" Reading Attitudes School: Yes Times No
)4 )4 %
: Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 49 47 4
Comparison - - =
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 78 16 5
than last year?
Comparison = = -
1-5 6+
Reading Habits Schocl
4 4 2
How many hours ao you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 24 49 20
per week?
Comparison - - -
, Special
How many books have you Emphasis 13 19 66
read during the past month?
Comparison - - -
Year: 1979
. - Some~
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
. )4 K4 4
Special
Do you like to read? Envhasis 43 53 4
Comparison 53 44 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 94 = 5
than last year?
. Comparison 91 - 8
lIIllIIIIIIIIIllIIIIlIIIlIIIIIIIIgﬁLIIIIII!IIIIlluIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
_ 0 1-5 6+
Keading Habits School -
" A Z 2
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 21 67 11
per week?
' Comparison 15 68 14
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 3 38 58
read during the past month?
Comparison 5 45 48

*
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsibl

or above 100%.
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SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY"

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
YTear: 1978

TABLE 5.51

Cannot
School Yes No Say
4 2 )4
Does your child.share books Special 53
with you or your family? Emphasis 2 15 2
' Comparison - - -
Does the school set up Special :
parent/teacher conferences? Emphasis 44 31 24
Comparison = - -
Special
Have you worked as a 4
volunteer in your child's Emphasis 83 3
school
chool this year? Comparison - - -
Year: 1979
Cannot
School “Yes No Say
Z 4 4
Does your child share books Spe:ial - - _
with you or your family? Emphasis
' _Comparison - = -
Does the school set up gpegigis_ - - -
parent/teacher conferences? Lu
Comparison - = -
Have you worked as a Special _ _ _
volunteer in your child's Emphasis
school this year? _ _
: Comparison =

*
or above 100%.

Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below




CALIFORNIA

Summary

The ANCOVA for the Cdlifornia site indicated no consistent
statistically significant differences. 1In viewing the ANCOVA results,
it should be noted that the sample sizes are small. Both the treat-
ment and comparison schools experienced approximately a 17--18% increase
in the percentage of students reading 1 or.more years below grade level
during the 1978-79 project year.

Potential for carry over from this project appears to be limited

to teachers' continued use of the project materials.

The following subsections describe in detail the project outcomes
for California. '

Ccvariance Analysis of 'Whole Grade" Cohort Groups

The summary of the ANCOVA for each grade in the Special Emphasis
and comparison schools in California is contained in Table 5.52, ANCOVA
Impact S.mmary.  For project year 1977-78, a statistically significant

difference in the adjusted posttest scaled score grade 4 was identified
for the adjusted posttest scaled scci: of the Special Emphasis group
exceeded that of the comparison group. The average observed change in

grade equivalent was .8 years for the grade 4 Special Emphasis group

~and .3 years for the comparison group. Attention should be directed

' to'the presence of ceiling effects in the pre- and posttest scores

of the Special Emphasis group and in the posttest score of the
comparison group indicated that the observed change.in grade equivalent

may not be a good estimator of the true change.

For project year 1978-79, the ANCCVA indicated a statistically
significant difference for grade 3 in which the adjusted posttest
scaled score for the comparison group exceeded that of the Special
Emphasis group. The average observed change in grade equivalent for

the comparison group was 1.3 years vs. .7 years for the Special
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Site: CALIFORNIA

ANCOVA IMPACT SUMMARY

TABLE 3.

2

{

NHOLE CRADE
PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEAR PROJECT YEARS |
1977-1918 1978-1919 190-1919
Grade Sig. [ Directlon| Change Crade 181, | Direction | Change | |Grade Sig. {Direction| Change
Inftial | School | of | of in Iniutal| School | of | of in [nitial | School | of | of in
Year P | Impact |Cr, Bquiv. [ Year P | lmpact |{Cr. Equiv, |Year P_| Impact |Gr. Bquiv.
5.8 ' 1.6 3.8 #.] 5.8
A R N Y OO P 1 4 I 2| |
S.L. .3 3.5, H.] . 5K
Yol M0 | wa L A U R e 3],
s:‘c 'm.a X s.lo ‘m.ﬁ Bllc ;
b G, <0l S.B .3 § L il.3, - 1.6 § . A
8.E 0.7 .5 1.9 5.5,
5 c. NtSl - +0.4 s C. NISI - w.s 5 c. N/A
8.8 .2 §.L. .2 5.3,
b e M ] s N A L) R R B U AR LU
BELOW GRADE MEAW
PROJECT YEAR PROJRCT YRAR
1977-1978 1976-1979
Grade §g. | Mrection| Change | | Grade Sig. | Direction| Change
Iritial | School | of of {n [nitial | School | of of in
Year P _| lopact |Gr. Equiv)| |Year P | Impact |OGr, Equlv,
5.1, .| we 5.8, . .1
b | we [ Y] e [M A
$.k 0.4 8.k, H.5
I L 0.3 L B AL L R
5.8 10.9 5.5 1.4
ofe o s 0.1 | o [V - 0
] s ) .3 $.8. 1.8
5 C. N.S. ' 0 3 . NS, - 0.6
8.5, 4.3 83, 1.4
6 c' NnSl - +1.0 6 c. N.S. - +0.9
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Emphasis group. Again, ceiling effexts were encountered in both pre-
and posttest scores of the comparison group and the pretest score of

the Special Emphasis group.

Covariance Analysis of "Below Mean" Cchort Groups

For project years 1977-78 and 1978-79, there were statistically
significant differences in the "below mean" cohort groups which
paralleled the "whole group" ANCOVA results. The average observed
change in grade equivalents for each "below mean" group was approximately

equal to that of the corresronding "whole grade" group.

Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

Table 5.53, Trend Analysis of Students Reading 1 or More Years
Below Grade Level, combines data contained in Tables D.17 and D.18
in Appendix D. It shows that, for the most part, more students dropped
below level as they progressed in school grades from 1978 to 1979.
The only exception occurs in the treatment school between the fourth
grade in Spring 1978 and the fifth grade in Spring 1979 where the
perceatage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level fell
from 59Z to 39%. Referring to Table D.17 in Appendix D, the reason
for the drop in percentage is the change in student body rather than
the improvement of studenfs during the project year.

TABLE 5.53
TREND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: CALIFORNIA

Treatnent School Comparison School
Spriag Spring Spring Spring - Spring Spring
Grade 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979
2 H 2 2 z z
———2____ N/A 5 3 ___i_ _ N/ 4 3

T e cm——

R N NA N 10

N 21
6

_u__ -
bl _MATN 2 N6
N S MA TN 59 N _ R

\§§~ - N/A ™71 S 79

I S N/A
School Total N/A . 24 28 NA_ v 39 b9

36

57




Table 5.54, Number of Students Reading 1 or More Years Below
Grade Level, shows that in the treatment school, the percentage of
students reading 1 or more years below grade level (based on only
those students tested each spring) rose from 15% to 32%Z, a 17% increase.
In the comparison school, the percentage of students reading 1 or

more years below grade level rose from 28% to 46%, an 18% increase.

TABLE 5.54
NUMBER OF STUDENTS READING 1 OR MORE YEARS BELOW GRADE LEVEL

Site: CALIFORNIA

: Treatment School : Comparison Schooli
Profect Year i Project Year
1977-78 £i§78-79 i 1977-73 1978-79

1. Total srudents tested at
both points* u/a 116 N/A 116

8egianiag of 2rolect Year

52. No. studancs rested > 1 year

i
!
|
|
|
|
!
!
!
i
!
i
|
i
|
i
i

i bheiow grade* N/A 17 ' N/a 33
3. 2 of total students
(line 2/line 1) N/A 15% N/A 282
T
End of Project Yaar ;
4. YNo. students teszed > l vear !
below grade N/A 37 i N/A 53
|
5. % of zotal students
(line 4/line 1) N/a 32% N/A 46% |
i !

*
Spring 1977 and spring 1978 for 1977-73
Spring 1978 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

Spring 1977 for 1977-78 and spring 1978 for 1978-79
Spring 1578 for 1977-78 and spring 1979 for 1978-79

W e
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings

Teachers, students, and parents were surveyed in 1978 and 1979

regarding reading attitudes and related behaviors.

Particular findings of interest from the various respondent

groups are highlighted below.

Teachers

° In 1978, all Special Emphasis school teachers reported
improvement in student reading attitudes and behaviors;
in 1979, the percentage of teachers reporting improvement
dropped. (Tables 5.55 and 5.56)

° In 1578 and 1979, half the Special Emphasis school teachers
repcrted that the attitudes of their colleagues toward '
reading instruction showed no change. (Table 5.55)

° In 1978 and 1979, half the Special Emphasis school teachers
reported improvemenc in the principals' attitudes toward

the reading program. (Table 5.55)

) From 1978 to 1979, student attitudes and behaviors and
teacher and principal attitudes were reported to have
improved at the comparison school. (Tables 5.55 and 5.56)

° In 1978 and 1979, one third of the teachers at the Special
Emphasis school felt that reading was receiving too much

attention and detracting from other program areas.
(Table 5.57)

° In 1978 and 1979, the majority of teachers at the comparison
school resented the SDRT testing and extra work Special
Emphasis imposed on them. (Table 5.57)

Students and Parents

e ' In 1978, a higher percentage of Special Emphasis school
third graders thought reading was fun than did the
comparison group. (Table 5.58)

5-83

244




) In 1978, fewer Special Emphasis school third graders read
only when they had to. (Table 5.58)

' In 1978 and 1979, fourth through sixth graders had similar
reading attitudes and behaviors except for the amount of

time reading outside of school. (Table 5.59)

° In 1978, data collected from Special Emphasis and comparisca

school parents reveals no observable differences. (Table 5.60)

Tables 5.55~5.60 present the attitudinal and behavioral data
from which these findings were extracted. No comparisons of third
grade or parent data for 1979 can be made due to the lack of data from
the Special Emphasis school.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

Residual effects in Zalifornia were difficult to assess. Special
Emphasis at the California site, it seems, was more characterized by
enthusiasm and esprit d'corps than by reading techniques or instruc-
tional philosophy. Half of the teachers did attest that they would
continue to utilize materials from Special Emphasis. Perhaps partici-
pants may attempt to enkindle the enthusiasm they experienced in
Special Eaphasis in future assignments.
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TABLE 5.55

*
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF ATTITUDES

S{te: CALIFORNIA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Effect Positive No Negacive | Caanot No
sachers’ Change |Change | Change | Tell | Response
jAssessmant of: z 2 2 4 2
iStudents’ attitudes 1978 100 - - - -
toward reading 1979 67 17 - 17 -
Teachers' attitudes toward | 1978 50 50 - - -
esading iastruction 1979 33 50 - 17 -
[Principals' attitudes 1978 50 3 - 17 -
toward readiag program 1979 50 13 - - 17
School: COMPARISON
Effect Positive No Negative | Cannot No

Teachers' p Change |Change | Change Tell | Rasponse
lﬁu.wsst_ofz 2 | 2 2 2 =
Studants’' actitudes 1978 60 10 - - 30 .
foward resding 1979 83 17 - = -
Teschers' attitudes toward | 1978 30 30 20 - 20
ireading instruction 1979 50 17 _ 3 _
rincipals' actitudes 1978 30 20 10 - 40
F""‘“ reading progran 1979 50 - - 33 17

%
Non-response or rounding estimstes are respousible for

1002.
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TABLE 5.56

TEACHERS' ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENT READING BEHAVIORS

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: SPECTIAL EMPHASIS

Teachars' Effqce | Positive No Negative | Cannot Yo
Assegssmant of Change | Change | Change Tell | Response
Sctudent Resding Behaviors 2 b4 2 4 2
Time spent raading 1978 100 - - - -
in class 1979 100 - - - -
Time gfvenc resding 1978 100 - - - -
outside of clasa .
- 1979 50 33 - - 17
Library s_ng/ or 1978 100 - - - -
classroom book usage 1979 67 3 _ " -
School: COMPARISON
Teachers' Effact Poaitive No Negative | Cannot No
Adgessuant of .. Change | Change | Change Tell | Rezponse
Student Reading Behaviors 4 4 2 b 4
Time spent resading 1978 60 0 - - 20
in clase 1979 | 100 - - - -
Time spent raading 1978 20 40 - - 40
outside of class 1979 - _ - 83 17
Library and/or 1978 40 40 - - 20
clagszoom book usage e

1979 83 17 - - -

'
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TABLE 5.57
TEACHER CONCERNS RESULTING FROM SPECIAL EMPHASIS INVOLVEMENT*

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
% 4 %
Teacher dissatisfaction with 1978 - 17 83
project objectives
1979 - - 83
Conflict between project objectives and 1978 - - 100
other district objectives
1979 - - 83
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 - 33 67
ized at
emphasized at expense of other programs 1979 _ 33 50
Conflict between teachers and reading 1978 - - 100
specialists 1979 _ 17 67
School: COMPARISON
Major Minor Not A
Year | Problem | Problem | Problem
% b4 4
Teacher resentment of administerin
tests to students not benefiting g 1978 20 20 10
from the project 1979 - 67 33
Teacher resentment of extra work without
receiving new materials or other support 1378 60 10 10
1979 17 50 33
Parental complaints about 1978 20 10 40
testi
o8 _ 1979 - - 100
Teacher feelings that reading is 1978 20 10 50
emphasized at expense of other programs |=—
1979 - - 100

*

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.58

*
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADE 3

Site: CALTIFORNIA
Year: 1978

Some-
School Yes times No
% % Z
Special
Reading is fun Emphasis 33 43 3
Comparison 30 53 13
Special’
I like to read during Emphasis 57 43 0
my free time
Comparison 57 34 6
Special
I 1ikeé my reading class Emphasis 57 33 10
Comparisorn 53 26 13
Special
I read only when Emphasis 30 13 57
I have. to
Comparison 51 23 23
Year: 1979
Some-
School Yes times No
Z % A
Special
Reading is fun Emphasis - = -
Comparison 71 25 4
Special
I like to read during Emphasis - - —
my free time
Comparison 37 54 8
X Special _ _ -
I like my reading class Emphasis
Comparison 79 12 8
Special - - -
I read only when Emphasis
I have to
' Comparison 33 46 21

*

Non-response or rounding estimates are res

or above 100%.
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TABLE 5.59
STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING READING - GRADES 4-6*
Site: CALIFORNIA
Year: 1978

Some-.
Reading Attitudes School Yes Times No
% % 4
Special
Do you like to read? Emphasis 58 40 1
Comparison 50 41 1
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 82 7 9

than last year?

Comparison 74 11 9
‘---IIIlIIIIIIIlI-‘LI--IlI-II--T-----I--I-
0 1-5 6+

Reading Habits School
4 4 4
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 4 67 25
per week?
Comparisc= 25 57 12
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 3 24 67
read during the past menth?
Comparison 2 33 59
Year: 1979
‘ | Some-
Reading Attitudes l Sc<hool Yes Times No
. Z A Z
ipecial
Do you like to read? Emphasis 55 45 -
Comparison 58 37 2
Special
Do you read better this year | Emphasis 97 - 3
than last year? :
Comparison 85 - 10
0 1-5 6+
Reading Habits School
% A 4
How many hours do you spend Special
reading outside of school Emphasis 5 77 13
per week?
' Comparison 26 54 18
Special
How many books have you Emphasis 1 14 85
read during the past month?
Comparison 5 31 60

* B
Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%. 5789
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SUMMARY OF PARENT SURVEY"

TABLE 5.60

Site:. CALIFORNIA
Year: 1978
: Cannot
School Yes No Say
4 4 )4
Does your child share books :g:;iais 87 11 1
with you or your family? a8
Comparison 71 19 2
Special’
Does the school set up
parent/teacher counferences? Emphasis 33 35 7“
Comparison 48 34 10
)
Have you worked as a Eg:;::is 9 84 1
volunteer in your child's
school this year? Comparison 9‘_~ 73 2
Year: 1979
Cannot
School "Yes No Say
' Z Y4 4
Does your child share books gg:ﬁ::i - - -
with you or your family? 3
' Comparison| 89 - ! -
i
Does the school set up gg;ﬁa:is - - -
parent/teacher conferenc-s? .
Comparison 61 25 l 14

*

‘Non-response or rounding estimates are responsible for row totals below

or above 100%.
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CROSS SITE SUMMARY

The results of the various outcome analyses for the seven sites
may be used to create a total picture of the effects of the Special
Emphasis concept as implemented in a variety of settings nationwide.
This subsection provides a summative review of the covariance analyses,
the trend analysis of students reading 1 or more years below grade
level, the attitudinal and behavioral findings, and the residual
effects of Special Emphasis projects. A statistical analysis of the
impact data aggregated across project sites was not undertaken due to
site to site differences in Special Emphasis treatment, in participants,
and in criteria for participation in Special Emphasis. Despite these
differences, a review of impact results for each site in light of
results of other sites can provide insight into the impact of the
Special Emphasis concept as carried out among the sites. Likewise,
the emergence of any consistent patterns of impact or trends can be
detected.

Based upon process data and cbservations of the study team, it
was anticipated that three project sites provided the greatest potential
for impact to emerge. These three sites (touisiana, Tennessee, and
Texas), implemented programs that closely conformed to Special _
Emphasis regulationé and guidelines. 7These sites are called Group 1
sites. Group II consists of the remaining four sites (Michigan,
Ohio, West virginia, and California) at which program implementat-io
wag in question and impact resu ‘1spect. Tables in this sur
section present data for Group . - v-oup II sites to disting..s..
sites which implemented the Special Empr.asis Program from those which
implemented marginal or questionable programs. Table 4.46 contains
the data from which these groﬁpings were determined.

Covariance Analysis of "Whole Grade' Cohort Groups

Table 5.61 illustrates the incidence of significant differences
for the "whole grade" cohort groups for each project site. Four of the
seven sites, Louisiana, Michig -~ 7 West Virginia, had si

cant differences between the Spe * and comparisen grou,-
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Of these sites, T,ouisiana aﬁ& Texas bpth had a pattern of significant
differences for grades 2 and 5 favoring the Special Emphasis groups.
Both Louisiana and Texas represented Group I sites; each had highly
operationalized Special Emphasis programs. At neither of these sites
was there any evidence that the Special Emphasis treatment * r grade
2 or grade 5 was different than that offered at other grade levels.

There were no other observed patterns.

TABLE 5.61
ANCOVA WHOLE GRADE COHORT GROUPS SUMMARY

GROUP I
LOULS TANA TENNESSEE TEXAS
Grade || 1977-78 | 1978-79 | 1977-79 111977-78 | 1978-79 | 1977-79 ||1977-78 | 1978-79 | 1977-79
2 SE SE N/A - - - SE SE N/A
3 - - SE - - - - - -
4 - - - - - - - - -
5 SE SE N/A - - - - SE SE
6 - - c - - -~
SROUP 1I
MICHIGAN OHIO WEST VIRGINIA CALIFORNIA
Grade 1]1977-78 | 1978-79 | 1977-79 |1'1977-78 |[1977-78 | 1978-79 | 1977-79 || 1978-79
2 - - N/A - - c N/A -
3 - c. - - - - - N/A
4 - - - - c SE SE -
5 - c - - c - c -
6 - N/A N/A - - - - -

Key: SE = ¢, aificant difference, Special Emphasis group
- Suninificant dif ference, comparison group
- =~ % gygiynificant difference
N/ » {:te not available

Covariance Analysis of '""Below Mean'" Cohort Groups

The ANCOVA performed for the "below mean' cohort groups revealed
more incidents of statistically significant differences than the "whole
group" ANCOVAs, but consistent patterns of significant differences
are extremely limited. Statistically significant differences emerged

from the 1978-79 project year analysis in Louisiana where 4 out of 5
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ANCOVAs indicated significance in favor of the Special Emphasis school

at grades 2, 4, 5, and 6. The Texas site "below mean" cohort group
analysis showed statistically signif‘: .t differences favoring the
Special Emphasis school at grade 2 for both pProject years 1977-78 and
1978-79. Both Louisiana and Texas are Group I sites. In all other
instances, the significant differences were scattered among schools,

grade i_vels, and project years. As Table 5.62 indicates, the incidence
of significant differences occurred mainly in Louisiana and West Virginia,

with the only consistent patterns present in Louisiana.

TABLE 5.62
ANCOVA BELOW MEAN COHORT GROUPS SUMMARY

GROUP T

LOUISTANA TENNESSEE TEXAS
[Grade 1977-78 | 1978-79 |] 1977-78 11978-79 [} 1977-78 | 1978-79
2 SE SE - - SE SE
3 - - - - - -
4 - SE - = - -
'5 - SE - =~ - -
6 - SE - -
GROUP I
MICHIGAN OHIO ST VIRGINIA CALIFORNIA
Grade 1977-78 | 1978-79 {} 1977-781} 1977-78 | 1978-79 || 1977-78 1978-79
2 - - - - - - -
k] (o - - - [ - c
4 - - - c sSe SE -
3 - [ - - SE - -
6 - - ! SE | [ - - -
Key: SE = Significant difference, Special Emphasis group
(o} = Significant difference, comparison group
= = No significant difference
N/A = Data not available



Trend Analysis of Student Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade Level

The results of the analyses contained in the Tables of Appendix
D, Frequency Analysis of Students More Than 1 Year Below Grade Level
in Reading Comprehension, show that as student cohorts progress in
grade levels, more students fall 1 or more years below level each
succeediug year 1 Ohio, however, the comparison group lost less
"ground" than the Special Emphasis group and in Louisiana -he Special
Emphasijs group did not fall below level as much as did the comparison
group.

In wost of the sites, the total percentage (refer to Table 5.63)
of students reading 1 or more years below grade level appears to be
either decreasing or holding steady from 1977 to 1978 and from 1978
to 1979 for both the Special Emphasis and comparison schools. While
new second grade cohorts perform better on the SDRT each year in
Louisiana, Michigan, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia, this does
not completely account for the apparent overall "improvement" in the
total percentage of students reading balow level. Students leaving
the observed school sample and not tested at a subsequent test point
contribute to the observed improvement. In fact, a site-by-site analysis
of numbers of students shows only two instances--Tennessee and West
Virginia comparison schools in 1977~78~-where the total school per-

centage of students reading 1 or more years below level decreases.

v

TABLE 5.63

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR BELOW
GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION

Special Emphasis School Comparison School

1977 1978 1979 1977 1973 1919
GROUP T
Louisiana 37% 372 31% 352 32% 322
Tennessee 45% 372 202 347 207 20%
Texas 182 182 15% 17% 202 162
GROUP_TIT
Michigan 38% 37z 317 447 407 29%
Ohio 27% N/A N/a 322 N/A N/A
West Virginia 36% 242 29% 407 30% 7

California N/A 242 28% N/a 392 497
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Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings
The following attitudinal and behavioral findings summarize the

results of the surveys of teachers, students, and parents across all

sites.

° The majority of Special Emphasis and comparison school
teachers' perceptions regarding changes in reading-related
student attitudes and behaviors reflect improved attitudes
and behaviors in 1978. The extent of teacher perceived
improvement in 1979 dropped.

° No consistent pattern emerges from teachers' perceptions

of their colleagues' attitudes regarding readii,.

] Many teachers either declined to comment or professed a
lack of knowledge regarding their school principal's
attitudes toward reading.

° Teacher's problems with Special Emphasis seemed to peak
in 1978 and subside in 1979. For teachers in the Special
Emphasis schools, problems generally were with the over
emphasis on reading to the detriment of other subjects.
Teachers in the comparison schools resented the extra
work which Special Emphasis imposed when they received

no program benefits.

[ ] Attitudes regarding reading and reading-related behaviors
expressed by students and parents were similar in both

treatment and comparison schools.

Residual Effects of Special Emphasis

Educational intervention programs generally have as their primary
objective, the improvement of stndent performance--oftentimes measured
by test scores. Student improvement on test scores, however, is not
the only measure of educationally significant outcomes. The effective-
ness of an intervention program may also be measured by the effect of
the program upon the attitudes of participants (children, teachers,

parents), the degree oi parent involvement, and/or "institutionalized"
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changes evidence in individual teachers, reading programs, schools,

and school systems. Not only are these changes meaningful in themselves,
but they also may create a climate in which long-term effects on student
performance may occur.1 Often in Federally funded experimental or
demonstratiou programs, little or no evidence of the program or the
changes it was intended to introduce remains after Federal funding ends.
Occasionally, however, there are program components or entire programs
that are taken over by the local agency or school and are continued
after Federal funding ceases. The continuation of a program after
termination of Federal funding may be regarded as one of the best
indicators of program success. On the other hand, an initial commitment
to continue a project beyond Federal funding may be a major determinant
of program success (if, indeed, it is successful).2 Within Special
Emphasis, GRC found indications of both phenomena: Special Emphasis
compunents continued after Federal funding because qf their perceived
value to the school/district; and, a decision from the outset to
interalize the Special Emphasis approach into the district's reading
program.

To determine the extent to which Special Emphasis had effected
change, teachers were asked in the spring of 197§ what changes they
had perceived :n aftitudes and what programmatic changes would rerain
after the Special Emphasis project was over. Then, in fall 1979,
after the préject ended, each project director, reading specialists,
a éample of teachers, and a LEA official were questioned regarding
tangible, residual effects of Special Emphasis. While some said that
they were "waining to see the evaluation results," others were ready

to idertify specific changes which they attributed to Special Emphasis.

1See the Head Start Newsletter (fall 1977) report on "Parents, Children
Continuity," Administration for Children, Youth, and Families, DHEW,
1977. Results of several independent studies (Irving Lazar, et al.)

on the long “erm effects of Head Start Participation have shown signifi-
cant achievement gains for former Head Start participants.

2Paul Berman, Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, et al., Federal Programs
Supporting Educational Change, Vol. III, Factors Affecting Implementa-
tion and Continuation (Santa Monica, California: The RAND Corporation,
Report R-1589/7 HEW, 1978).
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On every level--school district, school, classroom, and the
'home--the kinds of institutionalized carry over from Special Emphasis
varied widely. The degree of certainty regarding the carry over also
ranged from conjecture to documentation of fact. The greatest degree
of carry over appears to have taken place in Louisiana, Ohio, Tennessee,
and Texus—-the sites in which school district officials were most
strongly involved in the project. The level at which the greatest
impact took place was at the classroom level. Only Texas and Tennessee

were able to affect patterns of parent involvement,

The key factors, or cowhinations of factors, which promote institu-
tionalization varied with each site. Overall, the key determinants
appeared to be:

° A district official (usually the original proposal writer)
took responsibility for the design and regular supervigsion
of the project and «iso for making improvement in the
system after the project ended. Thus, a combination of
laadership and continuity from the central office was

present.

' The project had specific objectives and special strategies
designed to meet the objectives. In other words, there
was 3 uniqueness to the project and not merely "more of
the same" or simply a new text. In this regard, placing
the reading specialist in the regular classroom, designating
the specialist as a resource for the classroom teacher with
time set aside for conferences, and skills assessment with
specific provisions for skill building to achieve goals

were among the more prominent approaches.

° Symbols of success were also important. Over the course
of a 3-year project, teachers and administrators needed
to see signs of progress and accomplishment such as positive
' test score results, more parent involvement, improved

teacher morale and enthusiasm.
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° Teachers had "ownership" in the project. Regardless of
whether the design aand initiation of the project came
from the district office, the teachers and specialists
needed to make a creative input to the project and h~ve

a sense that their concerns and problems were heard.

Two of the four sites which had the highest degree of project
institutionalizatidn, Louisiana and Texas, also had the only consistent
patterns of statistically significant differences between Special

Emphasis and comparison schools.
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" Site: LOUISIANA

TABLE A.1

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

-

Grade:

5

TOTAL

School:

Sp.Ea.

lep.

Sp.Em,

Sp.Ea,

Comp.

Sp.E=. | Comp,

Sp.Ea.

Comp.

Sp.Em.

Comp

Total No. Students took
SDRT (spring, fall 1977;
spring 1978)

57

175

62

66

*
207

64 147

64

124

3

184

No. Designated as Having

~ Learning Problems

16

11

34

26

.
-~ SDRTs only

Ho. took Spring/Fall 1977

1Y)

47

11

3

11

110

13 41

12

38

64

276

b

No. took Spring 1978 SDRT
but not Spring 1977 SDRT

27

14

19

10

18

41

81

- No. in Semple Size for

ANCOVA Analyses
(1-(243+4))

29

85

k)|

107

n

91

39 82

k[

68

174

395

Ertor in coding from Spring to Fall '77.

r*Spr!ng '8 but not Fall '
error Spring ' 78

77 due to coding

Project Year 1978-79

Grade:

2 3

4

TOTAL

“8chool:

Sp.Ea.

Comp.

Sp.Em.

Comp.

Sp.Ea,

Comp.

SP.EI.

Comp.

Sp.Em,

Comp,

Sp.Ea.

CdEET

'”_ Total No., Students took
v+ SDRT (spring, fall 1978;
spring 1979)

58

153

58

133

10

136

64

138

66

139

316

699 -

. No. Designated as Having
. Learning Problems

10

5

10

3

50

fmf No. took Spring/Fall 1978
..~ SDRTs only

18

34

K}

19

20

19

36

30

10

157

. No. took Spring/Fall 1979
SDRT but not Spring 1978
SDRT

23

27

11

2]

22

34

45

127

% No. in Sample Size for
ANCOVA Analyses
(1-(2+344))

Q

27

90

34

64

10

10

10

46

1

170

365




TABLE A.2
SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-18

Site: HMICHIGAN
Grade: 3 4 6 TOTAL
School: Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. { Sp.Em. | Cowp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Eam. Coﬁﬁ?
fi. Total No. Students took 66 145 |16 [ 123 | 13 |09 |19 a26 | 133 |12 | 693 |65
SDRT (spring, fall 1977;
spring 1978) :
@. No. Designated as Having 22 4 8 i1 6 4 i 5 7 5 54 29 |
Learning Problems
. Mo. took Spring/Fall 1977 27 |42 [ 3 }o2a | 32 {28 | 18 | 28| 20| 32| 142 |18
9DRTs only
. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT '
[ P B3 fe [0 ] 2 |a [a [ 6]
nly
5. No. in Sample Siza for
ANCOVA Analyses 82 61 86 64 67 56 69 66 81 60 85 | 307
(1-(24344))
Profect Year 1978-79
Grade: 3 4 6 TOTAL
School: Sp.Em. | Conmp. | 8p.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp.| Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Em. Comp.
l. Total No. Students took
SORT (spring, fall 1978; | 7 |15 (161 [128 | 130 Ju9 | 130|103 | WA | N/A | 578 f 485
spring 1979)
R. Ho. Designated as Having 8 7 4 5 4 g - 2 3 WA | W 18 | 2
Learning Problems
. Ho. took Spring/Fall 1978 3 (39 |3 || 20 [ |2 || wafwal ue |
SDRTs only . :
[ Tk e DIBSIE 1oy Vo L os o5 | 2 [ | s |10 | wa [wm | 100 | e
B. No. in Sample Size for
ANCOVA Analyagg 82 65 95 71 82 66 19 64 NIA N/A 338 266
(1-(243+4)) (65)

262



TABLE A.3

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Slte: OILO
: Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
h_ School: Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp, | Sp.Zm. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Conp. | Sp.Ew. | Comp.| Sp.Em, ComST
. Total No. Students took 0 |70 67 61 61 | 45 58 50 61 | 49 |37 a5
SDRT (spring, fall 1977;
spring 1978) _
2, No. Designated as Having 6 3 3 0 5 0 1 0 1 4 16 7
Learning Problems ) .
+ Mo, tock Spring/Fall 1977 20 |0 |23 |w 9 |18 |13 |18 | 15 {15 | eo |es
.. SDRTs only ’
. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT 7 9 12 1 8 9 9 3 10 6 46 18
only
5. No. in Sample Size for
ANCOVA Analyses 37 8 29 33 19 18 35 29 35 24 175  |142
(1- (24344)) (1)
Project Year 1978-19
Grade: 2 3 ) 5 £ TOTAL
School: Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. Sp.Eﬁ. Comp. | Sp.Ew. | Comp.
jl. Total No. Students took 83 |a1 Je2 |s8 | 57 }45 e | 3 | sS4 f 36 |38 |22
SDRT (spring, fall 1978;
R. No. Designated as Having 0 2 7 0 1 0 - 8 1 6 0 1
Learning Problems
3. No. took Spring/Fall 1578 WA DA |NA O |8/A [ NA O (N/A [N/ WA | NA TNIA | WA IN/A
SDRTs only
. No. took Spring 1978 SbRT " " " " " " " " " " " "
only
5. "o- 1“ salple_ﬁ_g_&hl'e fDl’ " " " " " 1] " " " " " "
ANCOVA Analyses
L (1-(24344))
Q
(g
. &53



TABLE A .4
SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site: TENNESSER
. Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
School: Sp.Em. | Coup, | Sp.Ew. | Comp. | Sp.En. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Es. | Comp. | Ep.Em. [ Comp.]
L Total Ko, Students took 62 | a1 | o7 {52 s2f s | & {3 | 2| a]| 2 |0

SDRT (spring, fall 1977;
spring 1978)

. No. Designated as Having 9 5 1 7 13 12 1 6 9 8 12 42 50
Learning Problens

3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977 10 9 10 1 6 6 9 7 9 5 44 18

~ SDRTs only :

. MNo. took § 78

'+ Ho. took Spring 1378 SORT 0w | & 9| s 3l | 3] s | 4| | 2
only

+ No. in Sample Size for
ANCOVA, Analyses n [ 2| & |23 | n |6 | a5 {6 | a7 | 20 197 | 96

(1-(24344))

Project Year 1978-79

Grade; 2 3 § 5 6 TOTAL ‘
School: | Sp.Em. | Coap. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.En. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Conp]

1, Total No. Students took
SDRT (spring, fall 1978; 51 40 67 41 1 45 50 43 63 35 308 | 204

spring 1979)

. No. Designated as Having 4 3 1 7 1 8. 12 1 ] 1 41
Learaing Problems

). No. took Spring/Fall 1978 n lul o 6 | 8 s 13| w 2 | 7
SDRTs only

i» No. took Spring 1978 SDRT 6 3 7 4 12 6 5 8 3 . 2
only

5. No. in Ssmple Size for
ANCOVA Analyses k1 17 36 21 42 23 28 21 17 18 159

(1-(24344))

2064




- Site: TEXAS

TABLE A.5

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

N Grade: 2 3 4 TOTAL —
1 School: Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Conp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.En. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp.| Sp.Em. Co;;
Jl. Total No. Students took * * .
) L] L] 6 .
| SORT (spring, fall 1977 161 167 135 ] 166 120 | 153 203 | 272 NjA N/A 619 | 758
|~ spring 1978)
2. No. Designated as Having
1 Learning Problems 4 2 7 6 9 10 7 16 N/A | B/A 27 3%
B. No. raok Spring/Fall 1977 s
: SDR7s only 43 50 38 38 26 34 115 | 140 H/a N/A 222 2627
‘B.  No. took Spring 1978 SDRT
; only 27 43 25 30 24 30 16 25 N/A N/A 92 | 128
B. No. in Sanple Size for ‘
~ ANCOVA Analyses 87 [}] 65 92 61 79 65 91 NA | N/A 278 | 3%
(1-(243+4))
. —
- Sixth grade students tested Fall 1977
. migcoded as fifth graders. Project Year 1978-79
Grade: 3 4 TOTAL
8chool: 8p.Ea. | Comp. { Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Eu. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em. Coﬁ
. Total No, Stu&entn took < '
SDRT (spring, fall 1978; 131 185 154 |162 139 | 164 135 | 164 N/A N/A 559 67§
-_ spring 1979)
‘®. No. Designated as Having N
| s ons S O I N N B I IRCIN T 7% B T
B. Mo. took Spring/Fall 1978 . |
,_ SDRTs only 4 41 28 41 41 49 30 48 N/A N/A 123 | 1719
fk'-a.:isx 1978 SDRT :
J °°,,1;° pring 19 os" |t [ 8 | w 23 | 26 | 30 |26 | v | wa] 6] 23
[5. No. in Sample Size for
| ANCOVA Analyses 0 6 8t 17 55 88 57 18 N/A N/A 193 | 249
(1-(24344)) |

1,

i

©

ided by ERIC.

n complete SDRT.

)
MC in first grade Spring 1978 were



Site: WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE A.§
SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Crade: 3 4 TOTAL
School: Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Ew. | Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Em, | Comp. Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.En. | Comp.
|, Total No. Studente took
spring 1978)
2. No. Designated as Having
Learning Problems 5 0 7 6 8 1 0 0 0 0 20 13
3. No. took Spring/Fall 1977 10 7 11 12| v 15 8 18 | 13 60 | 65
SDRTs only :
. . took §
\+ No. tock Spring 1978 SOkt w s | 6| 2| 8| 6] o || 12| 5] | e
only
5. No. in Sample Size for
ANCOVA Analyses 45 52 44 35 8 kY 52 39 45 46 224 | 209
(1-(24344))
Project Year 1978-79
Crade: 3 4 TOTAL
School: Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Esm. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. [ Comp. | Sp.Ea. Comp,
. Total No. Students tock
SORT (spring, fall 1978; 83 19 66 69 69 63 73 66 17 68 368 | 345
] spring 1979) '
1. No. Designated as Having
- Learning Probleas 0 0 3 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 14 0,
), No. took Spring/Fall 1978 s | 13 s | al 1w 5] 8 | u 9 | 2 | 81
" SDRTs only ‘ )
iv M. took Spring 1978 SDRT 1 8 ; 8 13 8 1 n 13 9 ss | 47
- only o .
. No. 1n Sample Size for | _
| ANCOVA Analyses 68 58 52 40 42 40 47 38 55 35 264 | 211
(1-(243+4)) -

266




TABLE A.7

SDRT TEST HISTORY

Project Year 1977-78

Site: CALIFORNIA
- Grade: 2 3 ) TR
- School: Sp.Em. | Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp. Sp.Ea. | Comp, | Sp.Em. [ Conp, Sp.En. | Coup. | Sp.En. Comp
.. Total No. Students took 0 :
SDRT (fail 1977; M 29 59 34 46 36 58 kx| 57
spring 1978) S
), No. Designated as Having 0 0
" Learning Probleas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. No. took Fall 1977 1 o
~ SDRs only i O [ B s fu | 6 3 [ 6 |13 |50
. No. took Spring 1978 SDRT T
only I | 2 1|0 8 | s 6 1 [ 9 | u |a
. No. in Sample Size for
© ANCOVA Analyses 36 36 2 39 ‘
(1-(24344)) 29t |22 14 | 9 |a us e
Project Year 1978-79
Grade: 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL,
School: Sp.Ea. { Comp. | Sp.En. | Comp, { Sp.Ea. Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp, | Sp.En. Comp. | Sp.Ea. | Comp.
. Total No. Studente took
SORT (spring, fall 1978 65 |60 |50 |88 |56 |7 |a | |
oring 1979) 49 70 264 359
. No. Designated as Having ' o
Learning Problens 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
. No. took Spring/Fall 1978
" SDRTs only 28 24 10 24 16 26 15 23 16 27 85 1124
. Ho. took Spring 1978 SDRT '
only 12 18 9 kY] 16 18 9 27 14 19 60 119
i;. No. in Sample Size for
" ANCOVA Analyses o118 1l (2 | {2 lu |
(1-(24344)) 9 24 118 116

Q
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY
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TABLE B.1

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Sice: LOUISTANA Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)
2 3 4 5 6
Special Emphasis Pratast Only o+ 0 0 +
Posttest Ouly + 0 0 - -
Comparison Pratast Only 0 - N/A 0 -
Posttest Only 0 - + 0 0

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GBADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 5 6
Special Empahsis Pratast Only 0 0 + + -
Posttest Ounly N/A + 0 + 0
Cozparisen Pratest Only 0 - 0 0 0
Posttast Only 0 - 0 - 0

KEY:

0 Diffarance batwesn mean scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is lass
than 1/3 standard deaviation from mean of nre- and posttast group.

+: Msan scaled score of pre- or posttest anly group is mora than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pra- and posttest group.

=: Maan scaled score of pre= or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
daviation lowar than mean of pra- and postteat group.

B-Z *




TABLE B.2

SUMMARY OrF DIFFEREMCES BETWEEN STIMENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

S1ite: MICHIGAN Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL : GRADE (Spriny 1978)
2 3 4 S 6
Special Emphasis Pratasc Only - 0 0 0 0
Posttast Only 0 0 0 0 -
Comparison Pratesc Only 0 - 0 - 0
Posttest Only - 0 0 0 0
Projuct Year: 1978-1979
SCHOOL ] GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 s 6
Special Eapahsis Pretast Only 0O 0 - 0 NA
Posctest Only - 0 0 0 N/A
Comparison Pratasc Only 0 - 0 0 N/A
Posttast Only - 0 0 - N/A

0: Differsnce batween mean scaled scors of pre- or posttest ocoly group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttast group.

+: Msan scaled scors of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 scawmiard
deviation higher than msan of pre- and posttest gTSuUp.

=: Mean scaled scors of pra~ or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than maan of pre~ and posttest group.
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TABLE B.3

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: OHIO Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL : ' GRADE (Spring 1978)
2 3 4 5 6
Special Emphasis Pratest Only 0 + + 0 -
Posttest Only 0 + 0 + -
Comparison Pretest Only - 0 0 - 0
Posttest Only - 0 0 + -
Project Year: 1978-1979
SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 S 6
Special Expahsis Pratast Only - - - - -
Posttast Only - - N/A - -
Cozparison Pratest Only - - - - -
Pogetast Only - - - - -
? 2
KEY:

0: Difference between mean scaled score of pre=- or poettest only group is lass
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttast group.

+:  Mean scaled score of pra- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

-t  Maan scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
daviation lower than mean of pre—- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.4

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: TENNESSEE Project Year: 1977-1978
SCROOL GRADE (Spring 1978)
2 3 4 ] ]
Spacial Emphasis Pratast Only 0 - + 0 -
Posttest Only + + 0 + 0
Comparison Pratest Only 0 0 S - 0 G
Posttest Only 0 + - +
Project Year: 1978-1979
SCEOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 5 ]
| Spacial Empahsis Pretest Only - 0 0 + 0
Tt Posttast Only 0 + 0 - +
Comparison Pratest Only 0 + v - 0
Posttest Only - + + - 0
KEY:

0: Diffarsnce batwesn mean sci’led scors of pre- or posttast only group is less
than 1/3 scandard deviation from sean of pra- and posttast group.

+:  Mean scaled scors of pra~ or positest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of Pre- and posttest group.

=t Maan scaled scora of Pre= or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than mesn of pra~ and posttust group.



TABLE B.5

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: TEXAS Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL GRADE (Sprirg 1978)
2 3 4 S 6
Special Emphasis Pretast Ounly 0 0 - 0 -
Posttast Only 0 0 - - -
Comparison Pretest Only 0 a o 0 -
Posttast Only 0 0 0 0 -
Project Year: 19738-1979
SCBOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 S 6
Special Empahsis Precast Only N/A 0 0 0 -
Posttesc Only N/A - 0 - -
Comparison Pretast Only N/A 0 0 0 -
Posttest Only + 0 - 0 -
KEY:

0: Differance between mean scaled score of pre- or posttes:c vnly sroup is less
than 1/3 standard d.muon from nean of pre- and posttest group.

Maan scaled score of pr.- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mman of pre~ and posttest group.

¢ Masn scaled scors of pra=- or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standrrd
deriacion lowcr than mean of pre- and posttest group.
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TABLE B.6

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTESY SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: WEST VIRGINTA Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)
3 4 5 6
Special Eaphasis Pretast Only 0 - - - -
Posttest Only - - - - 0
Comparison Pretest Only 0 - - - 0
Posttest Only - Q 0 - -

Project Year: 1978-1979
SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 5 6
Special Empahsis Pratast Only 0 - - 0 -
Posttest Oaly - - - 0 -
Comparison Pretast Only -7 0 - 0 -
Posttest Only 0 + 0 0 0

KEY:

0: Difference bdetween maan scalacd score of prs~ or posttest only group is less
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttest group.

+: Mean scalsd score of pra~ or posttest only group is more thaa 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

=: Msan scalsd score of yre- or posttast only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than masn of pre= and posttest group.

B-7
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TABLE B.7

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH BOTH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITH
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: CALTPFORNTA Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1978)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Exphasis Pratest Only
. Posttest Ouly

Comparison Pratast Only
Posttast Ouly

Project Year: 1978-1979

SCHOOL GRADE (Spring 1979)
2 3 4 5 6
Special Empahsis Pretast Only 0 - 0
Posttest Ouly - 0 - -
Comparison Pretest Only + + + 0 0
. Posttast Only 0 - 0 0 -
KEY: -

0: Differencs batween =san scaled score of pre- or posttest only group is leas
than 1/3 standard deviation from mean of pre- and posttast group.

+: Magn scaled score of pre~ or posttest only group is more than 1/3 standard
deviation higher than mean of pre- and posttest group.

-3 Mean scaled scora of pre- or posttest only group is wore than 1/3 standard
deviation lower than mean of pre- and posttest group.

*

™ o~
B-82 75




APPENDIX C

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT
REPORTED BY CLASS

-1 g 7o




TABLE C.1
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: LOUISIANA School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 PALL_l979
GRADE N_ Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 22 29.7 20 47.4 22 131.9
25 34.6 20 25,5 F 22 33.5
2 16 76.6 ¢ 17 39,8 17 1.7 ¢ 20 51.0 18 73.6 ¢C 11 48.6
14 67.6 ¢ 20 37.7 119 754 ¢ 16  43.7 18 76,9 ¢ 9 52.8
12 58.1
3 19 47,9 ¢ 2§ 28.0 24 40,8 13 33.7 21 40,7 6 39.7.
16 35.8 23 26.9 21 37.6 21 21.8 22 40,2 5 26.0
4 18 32.0 28 42.1 ¢ 25 47.8 ¢ 18 36.0 18 48.7 ¢C 10 46.2
17 46,0 ¢ 17 24.9 18 37.4 260 473 ¢ 2} 50.6 ¢C 12 37,7
18 S54.7 ¢
5 19 21.9 26 25.4 2t 36.4 22 16,9 F 20 22.9 7 19.8
16 38.2 21 23.4 18 3.1 24 28.7 20 37.4 3 20.3
2 24.0
11 28.4
[ 26 42,0 ¢ 26 23.1 24 31.5 27 38.6 1 4.1 ¢ 7 36.)
21 3.4 23 30.7 23 35.4 26 274 24 30.9 8 37.1
3 21.0
4 1 217 25 40,1
28 42.1 ¢ 12 38.2
Teat Level Maximum Score Floor (F) LEffect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
8rown 60 18 42

4 Xy AV .
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Site: LOUISIANA

TABLE C.2
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

School: COMPARISON

SDRT TEST POINTS .
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 | FALL 1978 ~_SPRING 1979 FALL 1979 |
GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind | N Mean Ind | N Mean Ind N Mean Ind | N Mean Ind
1 22 4l.4 19 42,8 26 47.0
24 41.6 29 56.0 24 37.0
22 42.3 22 54.6 21 36.7
26 47.4 24 45.9 28 52.9
17 55.5 22 3.0
25 45.9
2 22 13.1 ¢ |16 41.6 19 719.6 C 25 73.2 ¢ 2% 81.4 C 16 58.4
| 26 726 C |24 1.6 ¢ 24 85.9 C 22 58.7 23 5.1 ¢ 3 3.7
22 69,7 C |26 43.7 21 68.8 C 23 48.1 22 71.9 ¢ 17 42.2
- 21 72.8 C |25 37.5 24 64.6 C 24 68.5 ¢ 21 65.8 C 18 45.8
. 22 76.1 C |26 56.6 21 19.8_¢ 23 52,3 23 _82.6 C 20 67.1 ¢
3 30 38.7 28 28.5 19 45.2 ¢ 29 22.9 13 45.4 C 22 347
24 40.8 29 38.2 23 39.5 33 4.1 16 435 ¢ 4 20.5
2 423 ¢ |32 3.2 20 47.7 ¢ 3% 33.0 21 51.3 ¢ 7 29.8
26 42.5 C 22 47.0 C 13 30.8
10 34.3
8 28.7
4 18.2
4 28 44.0 C |29 136.3 20 42.6 ¢C 16 21,7 24 49.9 C 14 45,7 ¢
25 449 C |28 32.0 26 51.1 C 27 443 C 20 51.0 ¢C 26 51.6 C
30 43.0 ¢ [30 37.5 27 45,9 ¢C 29 54.6 ¢ 26 44.3 C 19 44,9 c
25 48.8 C |28 10.6 21 39.0 22 37.9 21 51.0 ¢ 8 40.9
28 4.1 ¢C o
5 23 28.8 1 20.0 18 18.5 23 17.1 F 19 20.8 15 28.9
26 32,1 25 22.3 28 29.9 25 32.8 27 34.9 3 163 F
23 24.3 48 23.3 18 43,5 ¢ 2 31.0 27 27.3 145 28.9
22 31,5 25 19.4 26 24,2 19 18.4 6 21.3 14 24.5
23 19.7 28 16.7 F 15 23.8
6 21 29.9 27 18.4 8 24.4 12 19.6 29 39.0 21 26.5
30 30.4 33 19.8 28 49.8 ¢ 18 22.5 20 30,8 17 22.3
25 41.9 29 24,2 26 34.3 30 40.0 19 31.9 21 36.2
28 30.9 23 18.7 22 21.1 27 29.5 20 37.0 10 22.9
26 42.6 C . 25 25.9 17 28.2
7 14 35.1 3% 39.2 25 34.1
33 35.1 53 27.0 - 20 25.7
16 25.2 20 29.3
53 34.3 19 34.4
13 130.0
Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63 '
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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TABLE C.3
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: MICHIGAN Schaol: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 Fall 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
|GRADE N Mean Ind N _ Meun Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 27 55.2 { 25 46.4 30 63.0 ¢
31 45.7 19 54.7 24 50.5
27 47.8 19 46,9 19 42.1
26 47.9 25 46.6 21 43.3
21 43.8
2 206 66,8 ¢ 23 51.3 25 71.3 ¢ 8 45.6 0 724.3 ¢ 12 70.7 ¢
32 72,6 ¢ 24 55.9 29 77.0 ¢ 25 59.6 2 80.8 ¢ 12 66.3 ¢
30 5.4 ¢ 21 37.3 30 70.6 C 29 47.3 26 81,9 ¢ 14 52.6
29 66,5 C 21  52.0 31 759 ¢ 23 55.6 27 80,0 ¢ 13 34.7
k| 30 42,7 ¢C 29  30.3 25 44.0 ¢ 27 33.4 30 44.4 ¢ 26 29.2
27 40.) 27 25,2 27 35.0 31 3.8 32 43.3 C 17 29.3
35 135.1 23 31.0 25 43.4 c 28 133.7 31 41.7 ¢ 24 37.2
25  27.2 24 138.2 30 26.8 29 35.2 7 34.3
6 28.0
21 28.1
4 22 38.3 21 3.0 20 4.0 C 30 38.3 30 44,9 ¢ 21 37.9
18 46,9 ¢ 27 19.5 26 44,5 ¢ 31 30.6 29 39.2 22 39.7
25 45.8 ¢ 25 35.9 25 45.6 C 9 56.0 ¢ 16 55.8 C 16 43.4 C
24 89,5 ¢ 25 39,5 26 49.1 C 27 38.7 n 47,5 18 46.3 C
5 25 28.0 21 23.2 23 3. 28 18.3 32 18.7 25 21.6
29 24.0 20 16.8 F 23 21,2 25 18.8 28 25.6 27 20.7
26 24.8 21 15.3 F 22 16,7 F 15 24.2 15 37.3 25 16.6 F
25 29.8 19 24,3 21 30.9 30 18.8 0 22.4 15 38.5
6 29 33.0 24 25,1 23 29.7 11 30.5
26 28.8 25 25,1 26 31.5 18 19.8
29 32.2 28 28.6 24 36.3 19 21.9
26 36.4 19 19.4 24 30.6 20 20.6
Teat Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27
Green 60 18
Brown 60 18
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TABLE C.4
MEAN RiW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED'BY CLASS

__SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 | FALL 1979
RADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
| 21 41.3 28 50.4 33 68,5 ¢C
26 45.1 31 41.9 28 44,2
26 497 30 42.6 33 60.3
24 45.7
‘ 2 27 58.5 22 54.8 _ 26 7.1 ¢ 32 56.3 32 7179 ¢ 23 52.9
2} 1.4 ¢ 16 39.7 24 56.3 1 46.6 25 70,3 ¢ 17 41.5
28 2.1 ¢ 21 44.7 23 60.2 33 54.4 33 162 ¢ 26 41.3
26 45.3 26 74.9 ¢
3 22 4.4 C 25 25.9 21 44,3 ¢ % 29.7 ¥ 3.4 ¢ i1 333
21 3.4 24 31.0 21 36.5 26 23.2 32 34.4 22 26.5
21 09,2 19 26.8 20 38.9 1 3.1 30 48.3 ¢ 27 3.5
23 439 ¢ 24 27.9 22 38.7 14 28.1
4 21 .4 ¢ 23 46.4 ¢ 28 48.8 ¢ 30 45.3 ¢ 21 41.4 ¢ 14 41.1
22 .0 ¢C 25 40.0 26 47.1 ¢ RN 41 32 46.3 C 10 38.5
26 aqv.e C 26 37.0 25 47.8 ¢ 25 41.5 25 44.6 22 46.3 ¢
22 435 ¢ 11 48.0
5 22 24,8 19 21.9 21 23.8 25 25.1 25 27.3 22 2.1
24 25.3 25 22.8 24 26.8 25 24.0 29 29.1 25 17.1 °F
24 18.0 F 25 19,7 25 21.1 26 24.4 30 29.6 22 18.3
20 19.7 24 16.7 F 23 21.5 9 21.0
6 28 24,6 21 25.7 17 33.6 18 26.8
32 33.8 19 21.7 20 26.1 23 25.0
29 32.5 21 27.6 19 33,2 : 22 21.7
: 18 20.8 18 24.8
Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red %0 2] 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

;Sitezoulo

TABLE C.5

School: SPECIAL EMPIASIS
SDRT TEST POINTS
: SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
RADE N_HMean Ind N _Hean Ind N Mean Ind N _Mean Ind N_Mean Ind K Mean Ind
1 19 53.1 24 54.6
32 6z.5 5 71,6 C
29 46.9
2 f26 2.8 c | 27 62.8 23 846 C |27 6l.0
19 79.5 ¢ 23 52,9 21 70,1 ¢ 28 53.1
3 29 46,4 C 12 24.2 12 459 ¢ 21 3.2
19 3.1 B 3.2 29 439 ¢ 7 3%.8
11 29,8
4 i 47.8 C 19 4.5 ¢ 17 9.5 ¢C 16 39.7
16 48.6 C 29 3%.3 30 41.2 25 4.3 ¢
3 17 44.2 ¢ 29 20.5 28 31.5 2 7.1
: Jo 29.7 16 17.9 ¥ 16 20.) 20 27.0
6 19 33.8 28 32.3 29 42.4 ¢ 71 29.7
i 5.6 C 17 11.5 16 40.9 22 30.6
7 13 1.2
2 40.7

Test Level

Red
Gteen
Brown

Maximum Score

90
60
60

Floov (F) Effect Below

27
18
18

231

Ceiling (C) Effect Above

6)
42
42




TABLE C.6
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: OHIO School: COMPARISON
SDRT TEST POISTS .
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
|GRADE N Mean 1Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind B Hean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 22 45.7 29 43.3
26 46.7
9 43.2
2 20 78.8- ¢ |16 35.5 24. 65.4 ¢ 6 49.5
29 71.8 ¢ 29 52,6 26 18.4 ¢C 11 46,9
9 41,2 4 3.0
K 5 4.5 ¢ 26 30.1 9 43,3 ¢ i1  25.3
16 32.4 15 9.0 ¢ 17 23.2
5 37.2
4 33 41.4 27 44,2 ¢ 17 51.8 ¢ 8 46.4 ¢
10 53.7 ¢ 10 46,3 C 8 37.1
6 49.7 ¢
5 45.0 ¢
5 19 23.6 35 21.6 21 3.8 10 22,1
18 28.0 11 17,2 F 3 25,0
7 22.8
6 9 48.0 ¢ 35 23,5 7 3.0 8 24.5
¥ 3.1 23 29.9 14  26.7
6 33.5
Tesc Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 61
Geeen 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42




TABLE C.7
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: TENNESSER School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
T SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 19772 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
IGRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 21 36.2 11 60.7 16 66.6 ¢
23 38.8 13 43.5 22 56.2
21 61.1
2 26 64,2 ¢ 22 44.7 23 717.1 ¢ 23 64.2 ¢C 22 8.3 ¢ 313 67.4 C
25 68.4 C 13 46.5 13 83.1 ¢ 21 62.0 20 85,3 ¢ 15 65.2 C
1 33.3 7 51.0 18 69.3 ¢
k| 19 40 6 15.1 F 3 42,3 ¢ 23 3.0 23 40.1 22 42.4 C
16 32.2 23 29.4 19 46.7 ¢C 19 32.0 20 43,4 ¢ 18 38.3
23 32.8 22 8.4 ¢
4 22 45.8 ¢ 21 339 21 47.8 ¢ 26 471.6 C 29 52,0 ¢ 23 4l1.7
20 42.6 ¢ 13 34.8 13 46.3 ¢ 23 42.6 ¢ 25 52,3 ¢ 19 43.4 C
11 52.0 ¢
5 23 28.6 11 16,8 F 9 26.5 9 25.0 2 3.7 23 25.2
9 20.0 27 21.4 27 26.4 22 24.2 sl 25.5 22 28.3
24 32,0 16 18.1 15 37.4
6 26 36.4 28 25.0 26 36.3 20 34.3 ‘20 39,3 12 33.5
24 1.6 22 25.3 2) 2.8 31 26.9 20 26.2
21 32.8 6 12.0 F 6 25.8
o
1 23 3.1 43 33.3 17 9.7
18 38.7 30 36.4
22 13.1
Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Celling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
8roun . 60 18 42
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TABLE C.8
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: TENNESSEE School: COMPARISON
| ) ' SDRT TEST POINTS — -
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979 .
|GRADE _N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N MHean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 17 45.0 15 23.1 19 42.8
15 38.7 23 52.8 17 41.4
2 10 82.8 ¢ 6 39.5 4 7115 ¢ 20 61.6 20 86,0 C 28 49.6
11 67.8 ¢ 26 54.4 23 N6 ¢ 13 41.6
10 84.6 C 14 50.1
3 5 24.0 15 37.6 14 48.3 ¢ 19 315 17 46.5 ¢ 18 40.9
5 51.6 C 17 2.2 14 47.3 ¢ 7 3.0 8 47.2 ¢C
8 40,2
4 18 52,2 ¢ 16 37.4 16 S3.4 C 11 48,2 ¢C 9 57.1 ¢ 13 45.3 ¢
4 18.2 6 41.3 7 50.3 ¢ 4 54,2 C 5 53.2 C 4 41,5 €
15 40.1 15 50.3 ¢
5 6 29.3 8 25.2 8 3.7 13 23.9 15 37.5 7 3.4
10 18.2 10 25.1 9 30.8 16 31.2 14 30.9 5 21.2
6 30.8 14 26.9
6 12 21.5 10 26.9 10 25.7 17 3.6 19 40.4 13 3.1
9 31.9 14 28.4 14 40.1 11 37.2
12 36.4
7 ol 5.4 23 3.7 14 3.7
6 31.7
Test Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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TABLE C.9

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site:TEXAS School: SPECIAL EMPHASTS
b SDRT_TEST POTNTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
[CRADE_ | N Mean 1Ind N_Mean Ind N _Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
H 25 49.) 6 62.6
22 52.2 2% 59.4
25 48.3 21 7131 ¢
23 54,1 19 65.3 ¢
20 56.7
2 23 18.6 ¢ 21 51,1 21 7179 ¢ 21 63.7 ¢ 18 82.2 ¢ 18 68.2 ¢
24, 80.9 ¢ 22 58.1 2) 83.1 ¢ 21 59.8 19 845 ¢ 18 70.7 ¢
26 7197 ¢ 23 54.3 22 780 ¢ 20 63.1 ¢ 20 8.9 ¢ 18 1.1 ¢
2§ 75.5 ¢ 23 54,0 23 1.2 ¢ 17 55.0 18 84,4 ¢ 16 69.9 ¢
26 65.0 ¢ 23 8.2 ¢ 19 56.2 19 189 ¢
3 26 44.2 24 45.7 ¢ 24 51.6 ¢ 25 31,3 25 495 ¢C 18 35.5
28 49.3 ¢ 24 3.3 5 39.5 29 37.5 31 47.3 ¢ 18 43.7 ¢
7 4.1 ¢ 2] 32.1 2} 41.6 27 38.7 25 46.7 ¢ 19 38.4
22 38.6 18 47.0 ¢ 25 3.2 28 41.6 14 9.8
18 36.2
4 28 54.3 ¢ |2 481 ¢ |2 s0.6 ¢ 21 49.2 ¢ ] 20 506 ¢ |23 48.8 ¢
25 51.8 ¢ 22 514 ¢ 22 519 ¢ 16 46.6 ¢ 17 5.2 ¢ 2] 4.5 ¢
24 48.8 ¢ 23 46,8 ¢ 23 48,3 ¢ 26 52.9 ¢ 2] 528 ¢ 25 45.0 ¢
2 M2 ¢ 19 51.2 ¢ 17 42.2 ¢ 14 516 ¢ 2} 436 ¢
5 29 11.9 32 28.6 - 29 136.8 13 25.4 14 27,7 16 30.4
26 34.7 52 30.3 26 36.3 22 24.2 27 36.2 15 28.7
26 137.9 46 30.8 26 15.5 39 16.0 26 50.0 ¢ 18 35.9
25 21.0 25 27.2 6 24.2 20 28.9 13 26.3
6 26 136.0 15 22.5
24 32,9 17 38.2
18 30.2 22 48,9 ¢
19 29.5

Test Level
Red

Creen
Brown

Maximum Score

90
60
60

Floor (F) Effect Below

27
18
18

Ceiling (C) Effect Above

o 1

63
42
42




TABLE C.10

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: TEXAS _ School: COMPARISON
— SDRT TEST POINTS:
_SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 21 58,3 31 75.9 ¢
21 53.3 15 37.9
24 56.6 23 57.0
21 59,0 27 66.1 ¢
23 55.1 18 43.9
2 29 83.8 C 26 59.6 25 9.4 C 3 81.3 ¢C 30 88.2 ¢ 25 77.8 ¢C
26 78.5 ¢ 28 6l.4 25 19.4 C 22 51.5 18 713.4 ¢ 19 59.8
27 7111 ¢ 28 61.3 26 80.1 € 26 759 C 29 85.3 ¢ 21 67.2 C
30 85.9 ¢ 26 59.5 27 78.6 ¢ 14 48.8 22 67.4 ¢ 15 49.1
12 28.7 ¢ 1§ 36.3 9 60.5 23 55.6 25 80.7 ¢
22 49.6 18 69.7 ¢
i) 29 43.6 C 28 35.7 25 47.1 ¢ 28 41,2 29 47.4 ¢ 28 50.4 C
29 42.4 ¢ 21 43.0 ¢ 20 50.5 C 17 25.6 18 139.4 18 30.1
26 44.5 C 23 44.2 ¢ 21 48.2 C 32 3.9 3% 436 cC 26 49:.4 C
28 46.5 C 26 36.9 29 48.2 ¢ 34 49.0 C 28 53.8 ¢ 13 26.9
. 26 38.2 25 47,7 C 21 38.1
15 28.2
4 2% 52.5 ¢ 25 46.3 C 25 51,9 C 33 3.7 C 32 56.3 ¢ 27 48.3 ¢
25 49.7 ¢ 25 49.6 ¢ 26 51.4 C 3% 53.1 ¢ 31 54.0 ¢ 13 40.0
35 54,4 ¢ 27 47.2 ¢ 1 48,9 C 27 46.4 C 28 49.7 ¢ 29 45.1 C
23 51.6 ¢ 32 44.8 ¢ 26 49,9 C 20 38,4 16 43.3 ¢ 25 55.8 ¢
25 53.5 ¢ 5 9.6 ¢
5 25 3.6 21 32.0 23 35.2 29 27.9 29 29,9 25 41.2
I 3.4 24 28.9 21 137.4 22 1.3 23 32.2 27 31.2
10 34,7 26 28.0 24 6.4 28 29.4 25 3.7 26 25.2
28 38.5 22 3.7 22 4.0 C 30 33.2 26 38.4 17 19.3
50 35.8 26 137.7 5 21.8
55 20.2
26 37.9
6 17 37.3 4 3.6
15 35.5 13 0.3
16 35.3 23 28.3
20 44.5 ¢ 26 36,2
22 %.3 -

Test Level
Red
Grzen
Brown

Haximum Score
90
60
6r

Floor (F) Effect Below

27
18
18

A
m
-p)

Celling (C) Effect bove

63
42
42




TABLE C.11
MEAN RAW oCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

S1te; WEST VIRGINIA School: SPECIAL EMPHASIS
SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 21 §4.9 26 52.1 24 45.7
25 39.7 22 50.2 . 24 52.8
26 60.3 24 51.0
2 21 55.0 29 56,9 2 835 ¢ 40 69.0 C 0 84.4 ¢ 21 47.6
31 83.8 ¢ 21 3.1 23 70.0 ¢ 24 43.0 39 711.7 ¢ 23 53.8
24 51.7
3 0 49,6 ¢ |27 31.5 26 50.4 ¢C 32 42,1 C 33 52, ¢ 31 45.5 ¢
20 28.1 26 17.7 F 25 3B.4 1 30.4
4 33 535 ¢ |28 %0.5 ¢ 33 539 ¢ 26 50.0 ¢ 27 54.5 ¢ 30 531 ¢
26 27.7 23 20.9 13 41.2 27 34.8 28 45.6 ¢
5 246 22.3 32 29,6 3B 3.9 11 38.4 11 49.3 ¢ 14 38.9
27 3.5 29 18.5 12 26,2 11 38.2 11 45.4 ¢
6 0 435 C 29 37.5 2 4.5 ¢ 24 29,0 23 38.7 20 36.6
31 19.0 J1 18.8 14 35.7 25 34.8 24 41.2 14 36.6
7 3 40.3 33 25.6 31 3.1
29 20.9 31 45,7 ¢ 30 42.7 ¢
Test Level Maximum Score Floor_gfl;EEfect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 ' 18 42




TABLE C.12
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: WEST VIRGINIA Schoe §; COMPARISON
T ‘ SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
GRADR N_Hean Ind N _Mean Ind N_Mean Ind N_Mean Ind N Mean Ind N_Mean Ind
3 1 4400 30 38.2 18 43.7
26 40.5 25 49,7 16 46.5
2 19 43.9 30.243 F [32 6.6 ¢ 1 417 22 12,5 ¢ 19 42,0
25 718.7 £ [ 29 49.8 135 152 ¢ i1 2.8 ¢ 1 858 ¢ 14 51.8
26 46.8 27 62.5
3 25 39.8 21 7.1 28 37.2 26 30,1 2) 42,6 ¢ 19 30.1
22 35.4 23 26.1 19 48.8 ¢ 28 23,7 25 32,7 8 4.6 ¢
23 29,2
4 2] &2.4 € |18 45.7 ¢ 19 55.1 ¢ 25 46,3 ¢ 22 50,3 ¢ 2} 4.8
23 4.7 ¢ |29 1.7 2§ 45.8 ¢ 26 33,7 26 38.0 18 34.6
5 41 33.1 25 23.6 25 3.9 26 32,7 28 138.3 2l 27.5
15 18.9 27 19,3 29 28.2 27 23,9 24 27.0 22 22.1
6 26 41,7 21 25.4 22 36.6 25 29,1 2} 3.9 24 35.8
28 23.1 21 28.1 19 41.8 24 30,9 21 34,1 23 31.4
17 25,7 20 35.6
7 29 39,1 2 430 c 19 36,4
25 17,0 ¥ ' 17 19.3
Teat Level Maximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Bffect Above
Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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TABLE C.13

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: CALIFORNIA

Schoolt SPECIAL ENPHASIS

- SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
GRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 2% 60.1 14 663 ¢
12 81.2 ¢ 20 64,0 C
2 10 44,5 13 77,1 ¢ 13 60.3 13 9.3 ¢ 11 744 ¢
21 0.2 ¢C 25 197 ¢ 21 65.4 ¢ 246 82,8 ¢C 14 7.1 ¢C
3 26 37.0 26 4.8 ¢ 27 .4 26 38.1 13 4047
9 2.2 ¢C 12 45.0 C 18 38,0
§ 27 50,7 ¢C 22 52,8 ¢ 15 3.7 19 82.4 C 21 38.8
7 3.1 7 514 ¢C 17 46,7 C 19 50.2 ¢ 10 46.3 ¢C
5 il 25.7 15 26,7 i1 3.4 9 4.2 14 23.6
16 18,5 14 37,3 23 33.2 2 3.8 14 27.7
15 33.3
6 11 43.7 ¢ 3 99 ¢ 3% 31.2 4 §6.7 ¢ 7 4.1 ¢C
21 25.1 16 35.0 29 9.8 19 38.5
] | 21 N 13 19.5
Test Level Maximua Score Floor (¥) Bffect Below Ceiling (C) Bffect Above
Red 90 21 63
Creen 60 i8 §2
Brown 60 18 §2
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TABLE C.14

MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Sitet CALIPORNIA

-

School: COMPARISON

SDRT TEST POINTS
SPRING 1977 FALL 1977 SPRING 1978 FALL 1978 -SPRING 1979 FALL 1979
{CRADE N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind N Mean Ind
1 14 38.0
18 40.8
2 23 676 ¢ 125 9.9 ¢ 25 40.2 19 61.2 5 67.0 ¢
24 58,7 2] 8.2 ¢ 13 47.8 11 69.5 ¢C } 8.7 ¢
- 2§ 3.9 21 4.6 ¢ 29 13.6 26 48.8 ¢ 10 24.5
28 25.7 20 4,3 ¢ I 4.0 ¢ 14 5.3 ¢ 11 25.4
4 28 39.1 21 §1.4 ¢ 29 3.1 23 4.4 C 1 &6 ¢
10 40.6 11 41.8 27 41.4 25 5.4 ¢ 1 51,1 ¢
3 15 15.8 7 4 154 °F 26 25.6 0 2.5 15 20.)
27 19.0 30 22.8 13 26.7 13 3.1 17 19,5
10 25,2 8 37.4
6 17 28.6 12 3.7 33 253 29 26.1 9 19.3
31 23.4 28 3.3 15 22.0 14 28,2 16 3.3
7 3 2.7
Test Lavel Maximum Score Moor (F) Effect Below Cetling (C) Effect Above
90 27 6)
Green 60 .18 42
Brown 60 18 Y
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APPENDIX D

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

TABLE D.

1

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Profact Year 1977-78

Site: LOUISIANA
School: Spacial Ewphasia
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 197 8.
Total |No. >1 yr | X of total Grade Grade Total atudents | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade [atudenta balow >1 yr balow Spe 7'7 Ser 78 teatad at balow grade |balow grade balov grade
tasged | geade grada r P both points Spr 77 | spr 78 |at both poinrs
1 47 N/A /A 1 1 5 N/A N/A N/A
| 1 2 27 N/A 3 N/A
2 42 7 17z 2 2 2 2 0 0
2 3 30 5 8 4
3 36 8 222 3 3 1 1 0 [+}
3 4 26 4 12 4
4 53 30 572 4 4 9 9 8 8
4 5 34 15 18 13
5 15 22 632 5 5 L) 4 2 2
: 5 6 25 16 16 14
[ 53 31 59% & 6 13 12 9 9
TOTAL 266 98 37z :
L
Profect Year 1977-78
Sita: LOUISIANA
School: Comparieon
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978
Total |[No. >1 yr | X of total Crade Crade Total students | No. >l yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade [atudente balow >1 yr below Spr 77 Spr 78 tasted at balow grade | balow grade balow grade
L tasted geade grade P P both poines Sex 77 Spr 78 ¢ both poines |
1 135 N/A N/A 1 1 22 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 76 N/A 8 N/a
2 111 21 192 2 2 9 4 2 2
2 k] 69 7 9 7
3 86 20 23X (Not avaiiaple due to coding arror)
4 136 72 53% 4 4 9 8 8 8
4 5 81 40 52 37
—
5 92 57 62% 5 5 1 1 L 1
A 5 6 67 38 35 32
6 130 72 55% 6 6 1 [+} 1 [+}
TOTAL 690 242 5%

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

-
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! TABLE D.2 :

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Year 1978-79
Site: LOUISIANA
School: Spacial Ezphasis
: . SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979
Tocal |[No. >1 yr | X of tocal Grade Grade Total students [ No. >1 yr fa. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade |ecudants balow >1 yr below 3pr 78 Spr 79 tested ac below grade [below grade | below grade
tssged fxade grade ‘ P both poines Spr 78 SPT_ 79 lac both poines
1 40 N/A N/A - 1 2 26 N/A 4 N/A
2 36 3 2 2 2 1 0 0 0
2 3 H 2 7 2
3 45 13 292 3 3 5 5 2 2
3 4 27 3 9 2
4 79 26 592 4 4 3 3 2 2
4 5 30 17 21 17
5 42 20 482 5 5 3 1 0 0
5 6 35 15 17 18
6 48 33 692 6 6 11 11 7 7
TOTAL 255 95 37z R
Profect Yesr 1978-79
Sice: LOUISIANA
School: Comparison
SPRING 1078 SPRING 3 70 SPRING 1973
Tocal |No. >1 yr [ X of total Crsde Crade Total studencs | No. >1 yr Yo. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Crade |studencs below >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 79 tested at belov grads | below grade | belcw grade
| siede | grede o° | Spe 78 | spr 79  |4c bosh potncs !
1 116 N/A N/A 1 1 22 . N/A N/A N/A
1 2 66 N/A 3 N/A
2 12 13 122 2 2 24 5 1 1
o 2 3 63 3 10 J
3 a8 15 172 3 3 1 0 0 0
3 4 70 8 24 8
4 96 49 -- 512 ] 5 64 30 43 29
5! 100 65 652 5 5 6 6 6 6
5 [ 67 40 40 38
6 8 48 s6x 66 4 6 3 3
TOTAL 598 190 322

*Excluding students designated as having learniné problems.

1>
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TABLE D.3

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 Y%ﬁR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION

Sice: LOUISIANA
Schcal: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979
Total |[No. >1 yr | Z of cotal
Grade |students below >1 yr below
tested grade grade
1 44 N/A N/A
2 36 4 112
3 43 10 232 .
4 41 14 342
5 40 25 632
6 55 27 492
TOTAL 259 80 312

Site: LOUISIANA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979
Total Na. >1 yr | 2 of tocal
Grade |[students balow >1 yr balow
teated grade grade ‘
1 106 N/A N/A
2 113 - 8 2
3 91 17 192
4 91 - T 392
5 92 64 702
6 105 65 622
TOTAL 598 189 322

*Eicluding students designated as having learning problems.
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TABLE D

04

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHMENSION*

Project Year 1977-78

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Special Emphasi:.
SPRING 1335 SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978
Tocal No. >1 ye | X of totel Grade Grad Total students | Na, >1 yr No, >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade {studenta | below [>1 yr below Soc 17 s'r 7'3 tested at below grais |below grade | balow grade
testad grade srade P P both points Spr 77 Spr 78 at both points
1 1 N/A N/A 1 1 6 N/A N/A R/A
1 2 79 N/A 7 N/A
2 118 22 192 2 2 3 2 k] 2
2 3 as 12 20 12
k] 92 24 262 k) 3 1 1 4] 0
3 4 65 18 7 16
4 89 49 552 4 4 2 2 1 1
4 H 69 38 46 36
5 108 74 1z 5 6 80 57 J7 52
6 110 71 652 6 6 1 1 1 1
TOTAL 628 240 k1.v4
Project Year 1977-18
Sice: MICHIGAM .
Schoal: Comparison
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1 ”E SPRING 1978
Total No. >1L yr | 2 of total Grada Grade Total students | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade |atudents below >1 yt below Spr 77 Spr 78 tested at balow grade | below grade below grade
tesced | grade | _grade prirce both points Spr 77 Spr 78 | ac both points |
1 96 N/A N/A 1 1 k) N/A N/A N/A
1 2 59 N/A 7 N/A
2 78 22 283 2 2 -2 2 2 2
: 2 3 S4 10 11 5
3 87 21 242 k) 3 8 8 3 k)
k) 4 56 10 28 9
. 89 49 552 4 s 66 32 52 k)1
[ 90 76 842 s 6 60 47 45 44
6 89 62 702 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 529 230 442

*Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

b]

fomr e e T o
BEST EAN ol i L

D-5




Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE D.5 B

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Year 1978-79
Site: MICHIGAN
School: Special Emphasis
N SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 TO SPRIIG 1979 .
Total |[No. >1 yr | % of tocal Grade Grade | TOtal studants No. 21 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade |studants balow >1 yr balow Spr 78 Spr 79 testead at balow grade |below grade | below grade
. tescad jrade grads P both points Spr 78 spe 79 at both poiats |
1l 108 N/A ¥/A 1 2 82 H/A 0 N/A
2 118 13 112 2 3 90 9 12 8
3 102 25 252 3 3 5 4 2 2
3 4 82 16 43 15
4 93 54 582 4 5 77 [ 56 42
5 90 63 702 5 H 2 2 2 2
[ 97 69 712 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 605 224 7z
Project Year 1978~-79
Sice: MICHIGAN
School: Comparison
SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 10 SPRING 1979
Total |[No. >1 yr | X of tocal Grade Grade | TOtAL students | No. >l yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade |studencs | balow |>1 yr below Spr 78 Spy 79|  tested et | below grade | below grade | balow grade
tagted grade grade pr bogh poines Spr 78 Spr 79 at bosh poings |
1l 39 N/A N/A 1 2 60 N/A 3 N/A
2 99 25 252 2 2 H 2 0 0
2 3 71 10 11 5
3 84 17 202 3 &4 66 13 38 13
4 77 3% 442 4 H 65 2 37 29
5, 93 72 7% 773 N/A N/A WA N/A
[ 5 © 57 762 N/A N/A /A N/A N/A
TOTAL 517 205 402

RIC

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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TABLE D.6

FREQUENCY ' ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

Site: MICHIGAN
School: Special Zmphasis

Sp G 1979
Total |No. >1 yr |2 of total
Grade [students below >1 yr below
tested grade grade
1 94 N/A N/A
2 106 4 42
3 124 22 182
- 4 106 60 572
5 103 80 762
TOTAL 538 165 k1 b4
|

Site: MICHICAN
School: Compsrison

SPRING 1979
Total [No. >1 yr | X of total
Grads |students below >1 yr below
tested grade grade
1 94 N/A N/A
2 91 7 82
3 96 19 202
4 84 50 602
5 84 53 632
TOTAL 449 129 292

*Excluding Students designated as having learning problems.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

TABLE D.7
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

Project Year 1977-78

Site: OHIO .
School: Special Emphasis
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978.
Total |[No. >1 yr |2 of vrotal Grade Grade Tocal studencs | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr Na. >1 yr
Grade [studsnts balow >1 yr balow S :r 77 spr 78 testad at below grade |balow grade balov grade
taszed | _grade grade ’ pr both points spr 72 Spr 78 |at boeh points
1 s1 /A N/A 1 2 7 N/A § K/A
2 45 8 182 2 3 29 [ 4 4
3 48 14 292 3 4 39 12 20 12
3 47 16 342 3 5 35 9 22 9
5 47 20 632 5 6 35 13 13 10
[ 50 20 402 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 288 - 78 2712
Project Year 1077-78
Site: OHIO
Schoal: Comparison
SPAING 1977 _SPRING 1977 T0- SPRING 1978
Tocal [No. >1 yr | X of total Grade Grade Tocal scudents | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No.>1 y=
Grade [studeats | "below >] yr below s'r 77 Spr 78 tested at below grade | balov grade balow grsde
cegced | _grade | grade P P both points Spr 77 Spr_78 at boch poings |
1 58 N/A N/A 1 2 40 N/A 3 N/A
2 SO 7 142 2 2 1 1 1 1
2 3 33 [} 4 3
3 35 6 172 3 4 18 2 8 2
4 43 25 582 3 5 28 14 17 12
s’ 37 26 702 5 S 1 1 1 1
5 6 24 18 14 14
6 43 20 472 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 266 84 22

*
Excluding students decignated as having learning problems.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE D.8

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Year 1977-78

Sice: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO SPRING 1978 .
Total |No. >1 yr | % of total Grade Grade Tocal studeacts | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade |students balow >1 yr balos Spr 77 Spr 78 tasted st Lalow grade [balow grade | balow grade
teated grade gcade P both points Spr 77 Spr_78 at both poince
1 L1} R/A XA 1 1 2 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 33 N/A H N/A
2 49 15 312 2 3 40 10 9 8
3 35 15 437 3 3 1 1 0 0
3 4 27 11 16 10
4 53 27 512 L3 & 4 4 2 2
4 s 42 20 28 18
H 56 36 64% ) 5 3 3 3 3
H 6 42 24 26 23
6 77 48 62% 6 6 H H H H
TOTAL 314 141 452
Project Yegr 1977-78
Sicte: TENNRSSEE
Schoal: Comparison
SPRIN? 1977 SPRING 1977 T0.S 978
Tocal [No. >1 yr | X of tocal Grade Grade | TOtal studencs | No. > yr Xo. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade [studancs balow >1 yr below Spr 77 str 78 testad at below grade | balow grads balow grsda
gesced grade | grale | P both points Spy 77 Spr 78 at_both poince |
1 32 N/a N/A 1 1 4 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 22 N/A 2 N/A
2 31 1 k't 2 2 1 0 0 0
2 3 21 | 0 0 0
3 15 8 427 3 3 2 s 0 0
3 4 13 3 2 1
4 24 11 462 4 4 3 3 1 1
4 s 14 4 7 4
LI 22 16 732 H 6 19 13 12 12
6 33 18 552 6 6 1 1 0 0
TOTAL 161 $4 342

(Y}

%
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.



: TABLE D.9

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Year 1978-79

Sita: TENNLSSEE
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1978 SPRLIG 1978_T0 SPRING 1979.
Togal No. >1 yr | X of total Grade Grade Total sctudents | No. >i yT No. >1 yr No. >1 yr .
Grade |students balow >1 yr below Spe 78 Svr 79 tested at below grade |below grade { helow grada
tested grade grade P ? both points _Spr 78 Spr 79 s¢ both paints
L 43 N/& N/A 1 1 1 N/A N/& N/A '
1 2 34 N/A [} X/A
2 43 6 142 2 2 2 2 [} 0
2 3 31 3 4 1
3 50 10 202 3 3 S 4 3 3
3 4 kY 2 7 2
4 34 18 532 4 4 S 5 2 2
4 5 25 12 16 9
5 52 13 64% 5 5 3 3 3 3
.5 6 14 6 5 5
6 53 36 662 ) 6 2 3 3 3
TOTAL 279 103 3z
Project Year 1978-79
Site: TENNESSEE
Schoaol: Comparison
SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978_10 SPRING 1979
Tocal |{Mo. >1 yr [ Z 2f toctal Grade GCrade Total students | No. >1 yr Ho. 31 yr No.>1 yr
Grade (studencs balow >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 79 testad at below grade | balow grade balow grade
! tested | grade grads both poincs dpr 78 1 Ser 79 _ lac poth paings|
1 38 N/A N/A 1 1 5 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 17 N/A [} N/A
2 27 2 = 2 3 20 1 2 1
3 28 1 [Y 4 3 3 1 0 0 Q
3 4 23 1 s 1
4 23 4 172 4 5 21 3 8 3
5 17 10 592 5 6 18 11 9 9
6 24 14 8% N/A N/A N/A N/A B/A
TOTAL 157 k)3 202 J
*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
Es3-nkals s b . T
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TABLE D.10

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

Sice: TENNESSEE
School: Special Emphasis

_ SPRING 1979
Tocal No. >1 yr | % of ctoctal
Grade |students below >1 yr below
teated grade grade
1 38 N/A N/A
2 42 0 0
3 43 7 162
é 54 11 202
S 33 20 602Z
6 20 : 9 452
TOTAL 230 47 202

' Site: TENMESSEE
Schoal: Comparison

SPRING 1979 ‘
Total No. >1 yr { % of total
Grads {students below >1 yr below
tegted grade grade ‘
' 1 36 N/A N/A
2 20 0 0
3 25 2 82
4 29 6 212
S 29 13 45%
6 | 22 11 502
TOTAL 161 32 202

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problemns.

301



Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE D.11

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Projecc Year 1977-78

Site: TEXAS
School: Special Emphasis
SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO_SPRING 1978 i
Total [No. >L yr | X of tocal Grade Grade ] 1°CAL studeate | No. L yr | Ne. >1 yr No. oL yr |
Grade |studsncs balow >1 yr balow 3 'r 77 Spr 78 cesceaC 12t below grade |below grade balow grads
tesced grade grade pr /7 Se boeh poiuts Spe 77 Spr_78 at boch poines
1 116 N/A N/A 1 2 85 N/A 6 N/A
2 96 7 kg 2 2 2 0 0 0
2 2 65 _4 1 3
3 a1 6 7 3 4 61 2 12 2
4 79 17 222 4 5 635 13 19 10
5 106 35 522 N/A N/A &/A N/A R/A
TOTAL 478 8s 18%
Project Year 1977-78
Sice: TEXAS
School: Comparieon
SPRIFG 1977 13 7 1978
Total |[MNo. >1 yr [ £ of ctotal Geads Grade Total scudsnts | No. >L yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade [studonts d1low >1 yr bolow spr 77 Spr 78 cested at below grade [ below grade . below grade {
MF"“L ? P both poings - Spgp. 77 Spr 78 |
1 110 N/A N/A 1 2 n N/A 5 N/A » !
2 124 & k) 2 2 1 1 0 0 {
2 3 90 0 4 0 !
3 112 17 15% 3 3 2 ¢ 1 1 :
3 4 7 12 26 10 '
T
[ 124 n 52 4 5 89 19 30 16 :
5 114 49 43X 5 5 2 1 1 1
TOTAL | 534 101 172

RIC

*Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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TABLE D.12 !

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*
Prﬁac: Yssr _1978-79

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

Site: TEXAS
School: Special Emphesis
SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1%79
Total |No. >1 yr | % of cotal Grade Grade Total students | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade [scudents balow >1 yr balow s'r 7.8 Ser 79 tested st balow grade | bslow grade balow grade
tasted grade grade ¥ pr both poincs Spe_78 Spr_79 Isc boch points
1 - N/A N/A N/A W/A N/A v N/A N/A
2 114 ? 62 2 3 81 1 6 1
3 90 1 122 3 4 52 3 14 3
4 85 22 262 [ H 57 12 15 8
L 81 28 352 N/A | N/A N/A X/A N/A
TOTAL 370 68 182
Project Yesr 1978-79
Site: TEXAS
School: Cosparison
SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 ] 19
Total |[No. >1 yr | % of total Crads Grade Total students | No. >L yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grada [students balow >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 79 tested st bslow grade | below grade | below grade
tegged | grade Krsde P i both poincs Ser 73 Spr 79 [ac bogh ogingy |
1 - N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 115 9 82 2 2 § 3 0 0
. 2 3 70 4 6 2
3 122 8 b} 4 3 k] 7 3 1 1
3 4 84 2 19 2
4 109 37 342 4 4 3 3 3 3
4 H 74 23 30 19
H 116 37 322 5 3 4 4 3 3
TOTAL 463 91 202
)

D-13

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.



TABLE D.13

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION *

Site: TEXAS
School: . Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979-
Total |No. >1 yr | % of total
Grade |students below >1 yr below
tested grade grade
1. 90 N/A N/A
2 95 1 12
3 109 1n 102 R
4 78 23 30z
5 87 32 arz
TOTAL 459 67 152
Sice: TEXAS

Schoal: Comparison

SPRING 1979
Total No. >1 yr | % of total
Grade |students below >1 yr below
cested grade grade
1 114 N/A N/A
2 142 9 62
3 114 10 9z
4 112 30 272
5 - 104 45 432
TOTAL 586 - 9% 152

%* .
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

D-14




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE D.

14

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Year 1977-78

Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Spaciel Emphasis
- _ SPRING 1977 SPRING 1977 TO_SPRING 1978 —
Total |[No. >1 yr | X of totel Grade Grade Total studance | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grada |students balow >1 yr balow 8 T 778 78 cested et balov grade |below grade below gradse
———J cesced | grade | grade pr 77 e both potnes | $pr?7 | spr 78 |
1 52 N/A N/A S ; & N/A 3 N/A
2 852 10 192 2 2 1 0 0 0
2 3 43 8 6 [
3 s0 13 26% 3 3 1 0 0 0
3 4 38 ] 12 ]
4 59 23 392 4 s s2 18 28 14
s s1 33 692 s 6 46 29 16 16
6 61 36 592 N/A N/A N/A N/A /A
TOTAL 323 117 362
Project Yesr 1977-78
Site: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Comparison
1 SERING 1 L] _—
Total |[No. >L yr | % of tocal Grade Grade Total students | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade |sctudents below >1 yr below Spr 77 Ser 78 tesced at balow grade | below grada below grede
——lcesced | grade | grade | P T | Sochpotacs | spr 77 | spr 78 |
1 8 N/A N/A 1 2 52 N/A 8 N/A
2 4 14 o 3x 2 3 is 12 8 ?
3 47 15 22 3 4 36 ] 9 6
4 52 26 502 & 4 1 1 1 1
& ] 39 17 19 1Z
s 6 k1] 632 ] 6 48 29 20 20
[ 54 3 63% N/A M/A N/a L N/A
TOTAL m 124 402

*Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

T
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TABLE N.15

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENIS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

"Profect Year 1978-79

Sicta: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Spacial Emphesis
A SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979.
] Total |[No. >1 yr | % of tocal Geads Grad Total students | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
\ Grade |ecudencs balow >1 yr below s 7.8 S 7‘9 tsatad at balow grads |bslow grade balow grads
tes gcads Arade pr P both points Spr 78 Spr_79 _ |at both pointa
1 72 N/A N/A 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A
1 2 68 N/A 3 N/A
2 35 3 62 2 3 52 4 16 [
3 50 10 202 3 4 (38 7 16 7
& 46 15 ax 4 5 46 16 19 14
L 61 k3 512 5 6 55 26 28 19
6 57 21 n N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL k38 80 242
Proisct Year 1978~79
Site: WEST VIRGCINIA
Schoal: Comparison
‘ w’c 1978 SPRING 1978 PRING 1979
N Total {No, >l yr | % of tocal Grade Grade | TOTAL atudents | No. 3L yr | No. 51 yr No.>1 yr
Grade |atudenta below >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 7‘9 tested at below grads { balow grads below grade
cawged | grade | grada | ? both poings _Spr 78 spr 79 ag both points
1 L1 N/A N/A 1 2 48 N/A 9 N/A
2 67 15 225 2 2 10 0 0 0
2 3 40 9 16 7
3 47 12 26% 3 4 40 10 23 10
4 43 11 262 & 5 38 13 17 11
5, 54 30 562 5 ] kH 18 18 17
6 61 30 492 N/A N/A N/A X/A N/A
TOTAL 327 98 302

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.

BEST 277~ "=~ ~noy
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TABLE D.16

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Sice: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Special Emphasis

SPRING 1979
Total No. >1 yr | % of total
Grade |sctudents below >1 yr below
testad grade grade |
1 72 N/A N/A
2 79 4 5%
-3 59 22 3z
4 55 23 422
5 58 27 472
6 |1 68 38 562
TOTAL 391 114 292

Sice: WEST VIRGINIA
School: Comparison

SPRING 1979
i Total |[No. >L yr { 2 of total
Grade [students Talow >1 yr balow
cageer rade grade

1 ki N/A N/A

2 66 14 212

3 48 19 402

4 48 2 502

5 52 27 522

6 44 23 522

TOTAL 293 107 n

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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Site:

CALIFORNIA

School: Spacial Emphasis

TABLE D.17

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Project Yaar 1978-79

RIC

SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 TO SPRING 1979
Total No. >1 yr | % of tocal Grade Grade Total students | No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No. >1 yr
Grade |atudents below >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 79 tesced at below grade |below grade | below grade
tested | grade | grade P P both points Spr 78 | spr at both points
1 36 N/A N/A 1 2 25 N/A 1 N/A
2 39 2 2 2 k] 29 1 5 1
k) 29 3 102 3 4 21 2 14 2
4 29 6 212 4 ] 22 4 9 4
S 32 19 392 L] 6 19 10 8 8
6 30 17 5712 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 195 47 242
Project Yaar 1978-79
Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Comparison
SPRING 1978 SPRING 1978 10 SPRING 1979
Total |{No. >l yr { X of toecal Grade Grade | TOtal studencs [ No. >1 yr No. >1 yr No.>1 yr
Grade [students b3alow >1 yr below Spr 78 Spr 79 teatad at below grace | balow grade balow grada
tescad | grade | grade P P both points Spr 78 Spr 79 | at both points |
1 32 N/A N/A 1 2 18 N/A 6 N/A
2 48 2 (Y4 2 k) 27 1 2 0
k) 46 S 112 3 4 30 4 17 4
4 32 21 66% 4 L] 15 8 9 7
)
s | s2 38 72 5 5 -2 2 2 2
b ] 24 18 17 15
6 51 36 12 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAYL 281 102 g}

*
Excluding students

3

- BEST 47

~
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TABLE D.18

FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION*

Site: CALIFORNIA
School: Spacial Emphasis

SPRING 1979
Total |No. >1 yr | £ of total
Grade {studants balow >1 yr balow
tusted grade grads
1 3% N/A N/A
2 37 1 k) 4
3 i 39 8 212
4 38 23 612 *
5 31 14 452
6 33 13 392
TOTAL 212 59 282

Sita: CALIFORNIA
School: Comparison

___SPRING 1979 .
Tocal |No. >L yr | % of total
Grade {students balow >1 yr balow
tested | grade | grade |
1 10 N/A N/A
' 2 36 11 312
3 64 23 362
4 8 | 23 48%
5 44 30 6821
-] 43 3 792
TOTAL 245 121 492

*
Excluding students designated as having learning problems.
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APPENDIX E
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE - WHOLE GRADE
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE E.1
IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78

WHOLE GRADE

Scaled Scors

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Treatmeat

SDRT Comprehension Total Poettest

COVABRIATE SDRT Comprahension Total Pret-:at
Scaled Score
S1ite: LOUISIANA
ANCOVA
flegld |43 HIEHE
g s2158 i b 8 >el3 ala
a §§ 3: @ g Ba (321 el
@ [~ g a 'E : g -t :ﬂ ; a “2
[ ] - .'1.. ﬂz [ ] ° 3 [ ] [ : 3 i a:
3 Sles|TES| 288358 2 4E| 53
5| trescasne |4 |28|333|333|2|2% SAERIEE
, | Spectal !lphnatlJ29 257 | 338 c| 366 L 4le0.0 1.5 [2.3 |+ .8
Comparisca 8s | 298 | 3s1c| 341 1.9 2.4 [+ .5
5 | Spectal Emphastsn 3307 422 | 443 | .o 0 2.2 (2.3 |11
Comparison 69 | 367 C| 447 C| 437 2.6 |3.8 [+1.2
&+ | Spectal z-ph-1-J37 ar 42 cl 440 | qol0 oo 3.2 {3.7 [|+.5
Comparicon 91 | 416 | 458 c| 4as 3.2 {41 [+ .9
P Spacial Emphasis {39 | 467C| 502 497 & s3/0.02 4.3 |S.4 +1.1
Comparison 182 ] 461 c] 470 472 4.2 4.4 1+ .2
¢ | Special taphasisiis | 466 | soo 517 | salo.a7 4.3 5.3 [+1.0
Compariscn Jsa 493 | 519 | s09 S.1 5.9 |+ .8

*Pretest fall 1977.

C indicatas that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE E.2

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

WHOLE GRADE

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comyishension Total Posttast
Scaled Score

Treatmaat

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprahension Total Prataest
Scaled Score
Site: LOUISTANA
ASCOVA
| N
g §3 | .3 $5188(3
§luefds |83 . ‘HEHE
HEHEEREL i $E|2319%,
- - e g 2
o o o - 'g - : § - C
I3 ; [ ] [ ] ! - ’ -3 -y
HAIEI IR ENIEEE HFHIEY
i A HEHEES 1 MEEE
S Treatment 2 38 823 23| wn |BS Ee]&8% |85
2 | Special Emphasis |27 | 258 | 346 ¢| 372 4.190 0.04 1.5 |2.4 |+ .9
Compariscn 90 | 311 | 364 c| 357 2.0 |2.6 |+ .6
3 Splﬁtd Eaphasis 36 343 421 437 0'09; 0.76 2.4 3.3 |+ .9
Compariscn 64 | 370¢ 448 c] 440 2.6 (3.8 |{+l.2
4 | Specisal Emphasis|{lo [ 428 | 4«65 ¢| 477 b.00] 0.93 3.4 [4.3 |+ .9
Comparison 70 | 446¢Cl 481 c| 476 3.8 4.7 |+ .9
s | Special Emphasis {33 As7q 490 494 ls. 78] 0.01 4.1 [S.0 [+ .9
Comparison 70 | 461 C] 462 464 4.2 4.3 1+ .1
¢ | Special Emphastsas | 495 | 540 529 4 9710.16 S.1 |6.6 |+L.5
Comparison 71 j 478 | s07 514 4.6 |5.5 [+ .9

C indicates that corresponding mean raw scors above 702 correct (ceiling).



TABLE E.3

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprehansion Total Posttest

Scaled Score
INDEPRNDENT VARIABLE: Trsscmeant
COVARIATE: SDRT Comprshension Total Pratast
Scaled Score
Site: LOUISIANA
ANCOVA
. - ! ““ o o
[ ]
i §3 |43 3514314
. 3 o o 5
13§42 |22 | |i HEHH
HE R R R A
(89|32 TERE HFE
s SEe|38e 9|3 1242|532
> 3 }3& 35817 | - - 3’
3 | Treatmear 4 I dainin’e 5% ] -
Speuial Emphasis |30 |236 | 419 a2 | 14 0.62 1.5 | 3.3 j1.e
3 | compariscan 61 207 |aa3c | 426 2.0 | 3.7 .7
Sprcial ksphasts (28 1353 claric | 483 | of o g 2.5 | 4.4 P19
s Comparisen 63 {374 c| 486 c | 481 2.7 | 4.9 p2.2
Special Raphasis NO n{uxsxs rrssm.z
s
6 Spacial Emphasis 39 (460 c | s31 537 s.o:io.oz 4.1 6.3 |+2.2
Comgarison 84 467 C| S07 504 4.3 5.5 |+1.2

C indicates that corresponding mesn vaw scirs above 70X correct (ceiling). :

31;;




TABLE E.4

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDINT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprshensicn Total Posttast

Scaled Score
INDEPRMDENT VARIABLE: Traacmaat
COVARIATE: SDRT Compreshension Total Fratest
Scaled Scove
Site: MICHIGAN
ANCOVA
| | A ET
| : 13 | .3 TIHIE
i - ™ ! s 3 r r IR K -
i -! ! : & 28 > :é S
! -~ 2 ’ @ ‘ﬁ 3 2
| BlES18% 133 (43 ‘PR EBE
AR IEINEEARIE 3| a3
b AR HE S 1242 ¥
&, Trearmaac ij£3]838 323~ |3 AERIE L
Special aphasts 82 | 299 | 3s2¢| a8 | J 1.9 (2.4 |+ .5
Comparison 61 | 288 340 c] s 1.8 2.3 [+ .5
3 | Special aphasts|86 | 3e5d 427 | «28 2.34 0.07 2.4 |34 [+1.0
Comparison 64 { M6d 419 419 2.4 3.3 |+ .9
« | Special Esphasis |67 | 422 | 449 c| 456 o.oé 0.80 3.3 [3.9 |+.6
Comparison s6 | 439d 465 c| 487 3.6 |43 |+ .7
s | Spectal saphastsles | 4s6q 453 | aso | J o o 4.9 {40 | o
Comparison 66 | sa9d 4s6 | a9 | 3.9 |38 |- .1
6 | Seectal maphastafer | 461 | 495 | ams | S o 6.2 [s.1 |+ .9
Comparison 60 | w3 | 479 | ss8 3.7 |47 l+1.0

C indicaten that corraspond’ing mean raw score above 70X correct (ceiling).




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE E.5

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

SDRT Comprshansion Total Posttest

Scaled Scors
Treatuent

COVARTATE: SDRY Comprahension Total Pratast
Sealed Score
Sice: MICBRIGAN
ANCOVA
. . - | s, gy
g §3 | 4¢3 8584
- @ " 3 [ o o 0 o St
i e u & 4 Q 28| 2alo
2188|1%° “a 8 Za |28 a8
@ |so l9g 3 s 3 Te|ldel|™8
“w|me |38 33 3 (< i S 4%
3 S lal|TER]3E88| =] E™ * 4 §£ 2
3 1§35 38s28g| 2|82 M EMEE
3 Traatment 2|23 283 |2a|m|@a 3985184
o | Specisl Eaphastsis2 {290 | 362¢ | 360 | o0 o 1.8 |2.6 I+ .8
Comparison 65 283 353 C} 355 1.8 |2.5 |+ .7
3 Special Emphasis {95 350C] 429 Cc| 426 s 32(0.02 2.4 3.4 {+1.0
' Comparison 71 | 342C| 435 c{ 439 2.3 (3.6 [+1.3
s Special Exmphasis |82 | 431 463 C| 459 b.99]0.32 3.5 |4.2 [+ .7
Comparisecn 66 | 422 448 C| 454 3.3 3.8 |+ .5
P Special Bsphasis |79 | 44BC| 447 453 5. 40}0.01 3.8 3.8 0
Comparison 165 460C] 481 473 4.1 4.7 [+ .6

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70X corract (ceiling).




TABLE E.6

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
: WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDEY Comprehecsion Total Posttest

Scaled Score
INDEIPENDENT VARIABIX: Treatmant
COVARTATE: SDRT Comprshsnsion Totil Pra.est
Scaled Scoran
Site: MICHIGAN
ANCOVA
b} “U 2: .g
il..03% |s3 33534
31§83 |23 b $E1389,
3 §§ 3 S | 3 g€
[ e o o ¢ o 9 : ; a qg
w[fal33 |88 |82 g s
IR LI NHNEE HFHEL
i A HIE S rHEHEE
& | Trestmar 4 i. .2 »32& n|8% 399|838
Special Imphasis) 74 {297 430 ¢ 429 1.9 3.5 [+1.6
3 | compartiseu s2f292 |436c | 438 |2-040.15 1.8 |3.6 |+1.8
Spacial EZaphasis| 77]348 C| 466 C 461 2.4 4.1 41,7
4 .. 3.0 0.09
Compariscn S3j3s0 c|4%50 C | 448 2.5 3.9 [+1.5
s Special Emphasis| 63 l418 | 448 458 z.wo 15 3.3 13,9 | +.6
Comparison 60 }435 C | 472 472 I | 3.6 (4.5 +.9

C indicates that corresponding mesn raw acore abova 702 orrect (ceiling).

-

3ig




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IMPACT SUMMARY FCR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78

TABLE E.7

WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARTAELE

INDEPENDENT VARIABYIT:

SDRT Comprshension Total Posttest

Scaled Zcore

Treatment

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprabension Total Pratest
Scalead Score
Site: OBIO
AECOVA
g -e gulEa
a
F §3 | g3 EHEHE
- 9 a [ ] [ K] [ K] ]
‘g O M (7] * g (] > e :0 [] @ -
2188|%°” 8 Ba |22 | ad
@« en o & - o S a‘ @
1] a e 8 [ ] s - 5 N a -.‘
- e 'z 30 9 - t
A EHEHEES HEHEE
& Treatmant AR L] §8§ I2a|m|as 89|85 |8d
, | Special Raphasis|37 | 313 | 371 C| 360 | o0lg g9 2.1 2.7 |+ .6
Comparison 41 | 290 | 351 ¢c| 361 1.8 2.4 [+ .6
3 Special Suphasis |29 | 45C| 435 C| 440 1.21]0.28 2.4 3.6 (+1.2
Comparison 33 | 356¢] 452 c| 448 2.5 |3.9 [+l.4
« | Special Ecphasis|39 | 431 | 449 c| 453 | 00 . 3.5 3.9 [+-.4
Comparision 18 | 445¢| 467 c| 460 3.8 4.3 |+ .5
s | Special Emphasia[35 | 4s6C| 460 857 b oalo.1s 4.3 4.1 |- .2
Compazison 29 | 439c]| 476 | 482 4.1 4.6 |- .5
¢ | Spectal Emphasinfs | 521 | 573C| 546 | o0lg o4 6.0 |7.6 1.6
Comparison 24 | 456 | 502 545 4.0 5.4 [1.4

C indicatas that corrssponding mean rav score above 70% correct (ceiling).




TABLE E.8

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPEVIENT VARIABLE: SDET Comprehansion Total Posttast
Scaled Score

DOCPINDENT VARIABLE: Tresatment

COVARIATE: ) SDAT Comprshension Total Pretssc
Scaled Scors
Sites TENNZSSER .
ANCOVA
. - dul8%
2 §% |43 231581
$152123 |3 2 SIEHE
21383 @ i 1|32 .4
a gw 3 ] '3 5 2 S : ’ : -e
- [ ] ~ - s [
3 LR EE IR RN §4 {5 2
3 1331383 388|% |53 LR
3 Treatmont 2 a8 LA | uldS 89|89 (8%
2 | Special Raphasis{33 270 [342c |34  p.17]0.68 1.6 2.3 | +.7 |
Comparison 23 279 351 ¢ 348 1.7 2.4 +.7
3 | Sveclal Esphastsi4l 337 c3I7C [451  P.060.09 2.3 [3.6 Ln.:
Comparison 23 1371 ¢ |459 c 434 2.7 4.1 Pplus
s | Special Emphasts{31 W18 CRS3Ic [459  p.ss|o.07 3.3 4.0 |+.7
Comparison 16 [443 C 493 © 481 3.7 5.1 pl.é
s | Specisl Emphasts bt l::: c tes 477 b.48lo.49 3.9 l6.4 |45
Comparison Fb 13 488 4.9 5.7 |+.8
¢ | Srectial Emphestap7 K83 P13 504  P.48{0.07 © a8 [s.7 |49
Comparison 0 ks2 o8 s31 3.9 Is.6 |1.7

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).

318



TABLE E.9

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDZNT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprahensioa Total Posttest

Scaled Score
INDEPEMDENT VARIABIK: Treatmant
COVARLLAIR: SDET Comprahansion Total Pretest
) Scalad Scora
S1ce: TRNNRSSEE .
ABCOVA
. " olus
i3 |3 33138
-] 3 3 1 > >8|8
1138(33 (22| | HiH
A ERELE IR,
! i HEHE R
o Treatmsnt 2 b I m»|lao 5918% kg
2 $pecisl Raphasis |36 }313 93¢ 394 b.270.60 2.1 | 2.9 | +.8
3 | Spectal Emphasis (36 152 ¢| 427 428 2.6 | 3.4 |+1.0
Compariscn 21 |357 ¢| a9 c | aus P-78[0-06 2.5 | 3.8 |+1.3
s Specisl Buphasis {42 [458 C| 489 c | 489 4.1 | 5.0 | +.9
Cowparison 23 |as9 c| 498 c | 497 P-93[0-36 4l | 8.2 [+1.1
5 Spacisl Emphasis |28 457 C| 463 480 4.1 | 6.2 +.1
Compariscn 21 499 c| s19 | 496 P-97)0-3 5.3 5.9 | +.6
¢ | Seecisl Isphasis|17? [498 | 520 524 5.2 16.3 |+1.1
Comparison 18 {487 | s43 349 i‘-’z 0.12 4.9 | 6.7 |+1.8

C indicates that corresponding mean raw scora above 70X correct (ceiling).

E-10 31 9




TABLE E.10

IMPACT SUMMARY ¥OF. PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

. DEPRLUDENT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprabension Tatal Posctest

Scaled Scoras
INDEFENDENT VARIABIX: Tresactusat
COVARIATR: . SDRT Cowprehension Total Pratast
Scaled Score
S1te: TENNESSER
ANCOVA
] « |ss
2 T |3 LEREEAE |
- e s "3 =u Eu a
HETEES i if[38| e
S|E3133 |33 |38 TILEIRt
.g' .3 qa a.s. - | - * ! 3’
3 AFEIEEHE H L - tHEBEE
¥ MHHHHBHEES 5% |5%|488
=] Trestment - [ ~ ™ oo Qe Q
Spacial Imphasis| 32| 272 4623 424 4.88 ¢.12 1.6 3.3 Hl1.7
3 Comparison 19 | 280 &4 C 442 - : 1.7 13,7 pM2.0
Special Emphasia} 38351 (] 476 ¢ 481 10.04{ 0.83 2.4 4.6 2.2
‘ ’ .« .
Comparison 201367 q 493 ¢ 484 2.6 |S.1 [e2.5
. —— - .
Special Imphasis| 27 | 424 460 469 3.4 6.} +.7
* | compartson 15 {447 | s16 s99  [-410.07 3.8 [s.8 f2.0
Special Emphasts| 17 | 466 c| s22 527 ]1.04{0.32 4.3 6.0 1.7
§ | compastsen 15 |a76 c} ss6 | s49 6.6 [1.0 p2.4

C indicates that corresponding mesn raw scors above 70X correct (cailing).




TABLE E.11

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SIXT Compraehension Total Posttast

Scaled Score
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Trsacmant
COVARIATE: . SDRT Comprahansion Total Pratast
Scaled Scors
Site: TEXAS
ANCOVA
- o T
$l..14% |43 | |, HEEHD.
S|as ] 4 ) g >2e|2ale
223|358 |29 i L1328
L] aen ") - o Q S S - 9
1o (] [ ] o = -1 -
- |ta| 38 -] si1a & Y
Slef|gie|3ie|3 |5~ TFAREIRL
§ * [ 1 '5 1 * g - Q 3 > éu 2 o | 3
S Treatmant 2|23 |88 I2d | |As 58|18%|88
, | Seectal Zaphasta]89 302 T30 c |37 |4 d 0.0l 19 2.6 |+ .7
Comparison 72 1312 360 C | 355 2.0 |2.5 |+ .5
3 Spl'ct.ll Bmphasis (65 [371 C| 448 C | 452 2.3d 0.13 2.7 (3.8 |+l.1
Comparison 92 /380 c| 463 ¢ 66‘) 2,8 L&.Z +1.4
4 Spacial Emphasis |6l 467 c| 495 ¢ ! 488 0.02] o 8J 4.3 (5.1 + .8
Comparison 79 (450 C| 483 C | 489 3.9 (4.8 [+ .9
s | Special raphastass [so3 |s22 | s19° 0.9¢ 0.33| 5.4 6.0 [+ .6
Comparison S1 |497 525 528 5.2 6.1 |+ .9

C indicates that corresponding mean raw scors above 70% correct (ceiling).




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE E.12

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comprehension Iutal Posttest
Scaled Score )

Treatment

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scalead Score
ANCOVA
d dd b
[ ] cw - e ™ ca Y
el Q9 Q ] ¢ @ @ v =
I3 i L] e - - (2K ] 9
(88|23 |53 g 55(38|3
- o Q b-R] 2 [ 5 - e -1 -
- o9 o 3 B S O c S
aleatgy 134 2 Secl|8z|T8
w laas | 39 o g3 - al o2
3 Clel|gEe 2883 | Fa 3232|232
g ' 1§3|283 (5883 | 52 L3253
S Treatment 2 Al3aa |24 RS 62|59 |53
Special Emphasis *
2 P 75 1320 374 C 378 P'sz <0.01 2.1 2.7 + 0.6
Comparison 03 | 328 ¢] 367 C| 365 2.2 1 2.6 (+0.4
3 Special Emphasis|{g8l |374 g 457 ¢ | 457 016! 0.90 2.7 | 4.1 [+1.4
Comparison 771376 d 457 C | 456 2.7 | 4.1 [+ 1.4
4 Special Emphasis|S5 |447 ¢ 485 C | 497 .60] 0.21 4.8 +1.0
Comparison 88 1468 ( 496 Cc | 489 4 5.2 |+ .8
5 Special Emphasis |57 [ 495 Q 546 540 B.00]<0.01 5 6.8 [+1.7
Comparison 78 | 483 ¢ 503 508 5.4 [+ .6

iPrc cest fell 1978.

C indicates chat corresponding mean raw score above 70% correct (ceiling).

E-13
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TABLE E.13

DMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GrADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprehersion Total Posttest

Scaled Scora
INDEPEMDENT VARIABLE: Treatmsnat
COVARIATE: SDRT Comprahansion Total Pratest
Scaled Scors
Sice: TEXAS
ANCOVA
| ML
s §3 = 8522 %
H 3 ] !: =-l. ’ | o S & 3
 REHIEEREL '~ 2213895,
- 32 .= i 3 e a 22
1 e - LI : :B "..'
e |3S g3 g3 g
“ | W S e - als i as
i A EHE IR - 2142|433
5] e | |83[|328|323|2|8s| | 3%|sudd
Special Rwphasis |69 305 | 4ssc | 460 | . : 2.0 [4.0 }2.0
3 | comparteon sslate | ase c | sss [2-740.10 2.1 [6.0 L9
Specaal Taphastis| 47 |372 | 488 ¢ | 494 2.7 4.8 h2.1
‘| compartsen 72 |383 ¢f 491 c | w88 [0-480.49 2.8 [s.0 f2.2
Specisl Raphasis|48 |473 c| sss 540 4.5 (7.0 2.5
[ 15.56{0.02
Comparison 62 |452 c| soo 512 3.5 5.3 ¥l

C indicates that corresponding mean raw scors above 70% correct(zeiling).

E-14



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE

E.1l4

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

Scaled

Score

Treacmant
- SDRT Comprehension Total Pretast

SDAT Comprshension Total Posttast

COVARLATE:
Scaled Scors
Sice: WEST VIROTHIA
ANCOVA
- gy el
flye 43 |33
o o
i 31 3 43 s
2138173
@ 'YX - L ] 9
3 e a hed
«|ae]| 38 8S F E k]
(] Slallgss R AR TS
3 e | w 3 38 312 -’3, > éu
8 Trascmsat 2|23 /3280 |23 | m |50
2 Special Emphasis {45 [273 57 ¢ 359 .089|0.77
Comparison 52 (278 as7 ¢ 356
1- 46 Berclass c | 44
3 | Special Emphas S 2.2010.14
Ccmparison 35 j33L C| 454 C 463
4 | Seecial Emphasis|3a 1456 C| 488 C | 480 [, (ol 0,01
Comparison 37 436 505 ¢ 513
s Spacial Emphasis (52 [472 C| 489 488 6.85| 0.01
Comparison 39 [469 C| 515 517
Comparison 46 1482 546 ' 541

- - o
2o 26 ‘i
KR

) o 1 7]
HEIEF
g~ 58 3 [- ]
:5 S a K]

g8 82
2142 53
[ -1 Qo gﬂ
1.7 | 2.5 |+ .8
1.7 | 2.5 |+.8
2.4 | 4.0 [+1.6
2.2 | 4.0 [+1.8
4.0 | 4.9 |+ .9
3.6 | 5.5 [+1.9
4.5 | 5.0 |+.5
4.6 | 5.8 [+1.4
48 | 7.0 [+2.6
4.7 | 6.8 [+2.1

C indicates that corresponding mean raw score abova 70X corract (ceiling).

E-15




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE %.15

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROCECT YEAR 1978-79

WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

8c: . ad Scove

Tresatmant

SDRT C.:prehsasion Total Posttest

SDRT Comprehension Total Pz...sc

COVARIATE:
Scaled Scors
Site: WEST VIRCINIA
ANCOVA
e b-
.. 83 |43
3558 43 g
a g9 3 0 - :;
I IE TR ERRE
i SHIE I RS
8 Trestment  AELRE T TR FE AR
2 Special Lmphasis |68 |301 60 ¢ ase i i
8.52 0.01,
Comparison 58 [299 379 ¢ 380
3 Special Emphasis|$2 {355 C| 435 C 430
G.35{ 0.5s
Comparison 40 [337 C| 415 422
4 Special Rmphasis |42 448 C| 494 C 498
Comparison 40 450 1455 C | 454 [17.2{<0.01
P Special Baphasis {47 {484 C| 518 C 521 £0.01 0.99
Comparison 38 J491 C| $526 521
6 Special Esphasis 55 |490 518 528 3.40| 0.07
Comparison 3 1516 526 510

C indicaces that corrssponding mean raw scors above 702 correct (csilirng).

E-16

s,y
LERRE AR |
[ ] [ ™} M
2812818,
g [ 2 8 5 [
PAEFIRE
HINE
558958
1.9 2.5 |+ .6
1.9 2.7 |+ .8
2.5 3.6 [+1.1
2.3 3.2 |+ .9
3.8 | 5.1 [+1.1
3.9 4.0 |+ .1
4.8 1 5.9 {+1.1
5.0 6.1 [+1.1
5.0 { 5.9 |+ .9
2161 |+ .3




TABLE E.16

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPRUDENT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprabansion Total Pnsttast

Scaled Scors
INDEVENDENT VARIABLE: Trsatmeat
COVARIATE: SDEY Comprelsnsion Total Pratest
Scaled Scors
Site: HEST VIRGINIA
ASCOVA
. - :u’
: 1,3 331884
"N ] [ ] ’- [ ] 3 I: 1]
$l38 |23 Eal28(9,
21383 - i 3513228
< |83138 133 |3]¢c TILEIRY
i Ar it AR AHN L
5 | trescesm: NHAHHEH IR 5318948
Special Bmphaeis | 44 | 275 437 c| 432 0.59 0.44 1.7 3.6 1.9
3 Comparison 371263 | 417 423 1.6 3.2 p1.6
Special Taphasis | 41344 ¢ 496 C | 487 [, ol oo 2.4 |s.1 2.7
é Comperison 370328 | 454 ¢ | 462 2.2 4.0 1.8
Special Imphasis |43 [446 C| 508 Cc | 497 , 3.8 5.6 [r1.8
3 | compartson 41 {az0 | s13 | s24 [b-60]0.04 3.5 5.7 2.2
. Spectal Imphasis |53 [472 c] 515 S1L |y ealo.20 4.5 F's 1.3
Compariscn 36 {463 c| s21 $27 4.2 r.o 1.8

C indicates that corrasponding mesn raw scors above 70X correct (ceiling).

W
%)

E-17




TABLE E.17

IMPACT SUMMaRY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDZT Comprahsnsion Total Posttast

chzod Scors
IOYPENDINT VARTABLE: Trestment
COVARTATE: SJURT Coaprehension Total Pratast
Scaled Scors
Sice: CALIFORNTA
ANCOVA
e * - gujds
HMHERREP EIEENE
| » > & Q@
214838 (35| |8 35138 a8
el - . e -t . S -
w |mel 38 83 23 ] Y
3 *lellgie|35e|3|%n IFTIRL
i B HEES i21421 13
5 Treatmant ‘ 8 !32 ::.m N | o ve|lwe G:
, | Special Tmphasis|36 [322 [371¢ | 373 2.1 2.7 |+ .6
Comparison 36 |3227¢j313¢c | ann [0-19q0-72 2.2 2.7 {+.5
3 Special Esphaeis |27 420 |439 C | 432 g 14 0.70 3.3 |3.6 [+ .3
Comparison 39 {399 423 ¢ | 428 3.0 {3.3 |+ .3
29 |458 {488 481 1 149 [+ .8
4 Special Emphasis c 12.85<0.01 4.1 _
Comparison 24 |429 [4a2 ¢ | 451 3.4 |3.7 |+ .3
s | Special Tmphasts]27 {457 482 459 o 17 0.69 4.1 4.8 |+ .7
Comparison 46 |414 [439 453 3.2 [3.6 [+ .4
s | Spectal Zsphasis|29 l487 |[s2s 507 .92 0.3 4.9 |6.1 [#1.2
Comparison 42 {450 |sos 518 3.9 |s.s l+1.6

*Precest fall 1977.
C indicstes thet corresponding zean raw score above 70% corract (ceilimg).

E-18




TABLE E.18

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:  SDET Comprshansion Total Poscrest

Scaled Scora
INDEPEMDENT VAMIABLE: Treatmsnuf
COVARIATE: SDRT Comprshension Totsl Pratest
Scalsd Scors .
Site: CALIFORNIA
S -
ANCOVA
: - “
[ } [ 4 L] FY)
$ §3 |43 231338(1
, %2 b4 3 > >8| S
s !ﬂ | ] 2 3 -
[ 2 - - [N 3_ 3 [}
° 18 3 e = g a a
- .'3 = L] ! ] g
i ArHEHEBHEHE: HEHEE
3| e |d[4313381383|2 |55 SRR
P S —
1 Syecial Kmphasis {25 [325 c| 389 ¢ 366 .54 0.07 2.2 2.9 |+ .7
Comparison 18 [268 310 342 1.6 2.0 |+ .4
3 Sp"e.tal Esphaiis |30 ]369 C| 422 550 15.41<0.01 2.6 [3.3 |+
Comparison 27 |365 c! 432 C 454 2.6 (3.9 |+..3
4 Spacial Emphasis j22 [440 C| 459 C 451 3.7 4.1 |+ .5
Comparison 30 |419 C| 449 C | 4s= 0.11) 0.75 3.3 |39 |+ .2
s | Spectal Ewphasis|22 {489 C| 517 496 o8l o.77 5.0 |5.9 |+ .9
Compavison 17 637 C| 406 491 3.6 [4.2 |+ .6
¢ | Special Eaphasis{l9 [491 | 560 536 | 2ol 0.1l 5.0- [7.2 [+2.2
Comparison 26 (435 | 482 504 3.6 4.8 |+1.2

C indicates that corresponding msan raw snore abova 70X correct (ceiling).

E-19
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O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE F.1
IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78

STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT (omprahension Total Posztest

Scaled Score

Treatment

COVARIATE: SDRT Canfch.nsion Total Pratast
Scaled Scors
Sire: LOUISTARA
ANCOVA
N &~ o~ &
2 83 o Sal§2 §
-] £ L] 2 =i - g - &l
-~ @ [ ] a e [ K] q bt
315813 |23 g 2elz8|¢6,
2188|130 150 g 34|25 a8
| aa g & -t 5 -] -+ - i
; LTS F AR HFHEY
i 1851383 (388|2 140 3L 3L123
(] Treatment 2 23 sn.cn zn-a mfwvo Qo j|Qoe ug
o | Special Eophasis|13 | 230 | 326 368 1.2 2.2 {+1.0
. : 19.2| <0.04
Comparison 43 273 325 312 1.7 (2.2 |+ .5
Special Emphasis {13 | 294 y 40 . % 2 P
3 pac e 2 319 3 losouss] . 1Y |37 8
Comparison 37 | 331 418 409 2.2 3.2 ({+1.0
o | seectal Emphasislis | 377"| 413 | 414 2.7" {3.2 |+ .5
Comparisen s1 | 3r9"| s19 | ss [0:130-7L 2.7" 3.3 |+ .6
Special Emphasis
5 pe Enp 21 429 455 446 2.34 0.13 3.4 4.0 |+ .6
Comparison 46 418 423 427 3.3 3.3 0
6 Special Emphasisi2] | 428 473 482 2.asl 0.10 3.4 4.5 +1.1
Comparison 41 | 441 462 458 3.7 4.2 |+ .5
L ]
Pratest Fall '77.
"y
Y
F-2 U




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_ TABLE F.2
IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79

STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

SDRT Comprehension Total Posttast

Scaled Scors

Traactment

SDRT Comprshension Total Pratsst

- -
2 -] ‘§
2|28
[ X"} [ X"] 13
> g > o [£]
-t - O -~
EHEHEE
AFEIRY
tHEEE
89|8%188
<1.0 {2.1 [|>2.1
1.8 §2.3 + .5t
2.1 [3.2 |+1.1
2.3 [3.2 |+ .9
3.0 |3.9 |+ .9
3.1 3.7 |+ .6
3.3 [3.7 |+ .4
3.1 3.2 |+.1
3.5 |4.5 | +1.0
3.3 (3.6 |+ .3

COVARIATE
Scalsd Scora
Sice: LOUISIANA
ANCGYA
-« g b1
H i 3 g o
- e [ L] b
3138|133 |43 g
: 8 g 3 IY ] -~ 5
«|[f9 |33, (38 |3]s
§ a 3 q: 2 g l‘: a L] L]
$ ;1893383 38832
] Treatment 2(ES |88 |23 | |RS
s hasis
2 pecial Zap 121203 | 322¢| 361 | oelg.02
Conparison 40} 284 | 339 c| 327
3 SP’M Exphasis| 18] 321 ¢ 41l C| 427 |, o 0.13
Comparison 31| %1c] 418 C| 4n9
4 | Special Esphasis|1sf sz | 451 | 459 | o.f0 oo
Comparison 341 410 c] 442 439
s | Special Imphasis}i8}i2ici 442 | 438 | ol 0 o0
Compazison 37| 410C| 414 415
o | Seacial fmphasts| 26432 | 476 | 470 L oo o
Comparison 401 421 | 439 441
F-3
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TABLE F.3

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIANLE: SDRT Comprshension Total Posctsst

Scaled Scors
IMDEPENDEZNT VA’ JABLY: Treatment
COVARIATE: SDRT Capreshension Total Pretast
Scalud Score
Site: MICRIGAN
ANCOVA
ey T I
. ol EMET
g $2 | a3 331584
@ ! [ ] -] 8 8 (K] ‘: ™ d
i o W o ! > 8 > a Q -
21838]|%3" a § 3m|BR2]| a8
-l B T a A . a2
sc3|28e) 58,128 HIFIEE
i 153|355 585(% (52 -
& | Treicmeac A o |S2A IR | |BS 89|89 |63
2 | Seecial Eaphasis| 39| 271 | 28 326 | solo.21 1.6 2.2 |+ .6
Comparison 31} 261 314 317 1.5 (2.1 |+ .6
3 spggul Emphasis| 36] 314 | 394 39 g galg.02 2.1 2.9 [+ .8
Comparison 31f 313 | 4o0S 406 2.1 3.1 |+1.0
4 | Svecial Emphasis| 37| 394 | 423 427 | oolo.9s 2.9 3.3 |+ .4
Conparison 28| 403 | 432 ©2? 3.0 3.5 4.5
s | Spectai Emphasis{ 40| 416 | 412 410 b osl0.80 3.2 3.2 |o
Comparison 2% 411} 410 412 3.2 3.1 |+ .1
¢ | Special Emphasis| 41| 413 | 451 47 b 24l0.30 3.2 3.9 |+ .7
Comparison 29] 391 | 430 4358 2,9 3.5 |+ .6
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TABLE F.4

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRAD:Z MEAN

DEPENDEYT VARIABLE:

INDEPINDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Couprshension Total Posttest
Scaled Scors

Treatment

COVARIATE: _SDRT Comprehansion Total Pratest
Scaled Scors
Site: MICHICAN
ANCOVA
- g o ful|Ba
2 $3 g3 $3155/%
- e i a [ ] b [ I ™)
HEHETEEL g 2E121|8,
2|28 % 1 R 58
(7] aum b b L -") 2] S s [}
| aae [ g -t [~ e -
L] e O 36 - 9 - [ ] a [
S|a¥fgie|ide|3 |3 3| 38|83
3 |89 |T55| 38515 |8 HEMER
] Treatmant 2 im 33% :-fm ™ [no 89|85 |83
g | Svecial cuphasis| 40f 261 | 348 348 2.52 0.12 1.5 (2.4 {+ .9
Comparison 26) 243 | 334 334 1.4 2.3 |+ .9
3 | Srecial Emphasts| 52| 324 [ 410 L P 2.2 3.1 |+ .9
f.oxparison 40| 315 | 410 415 2.1 |3.1 j{+1.0
o | Svecisl Emphasis| 45| 396 | 422 423 0.04|0.91 3.0 }3.3
Conparison 34| 229 | 428 423 3.0 [3.4 .4
s | Spectal Dmphasis| 42| 414 | 406 400 salo.0s 3.2 {3.1 |- .1
Comparison 35| 422 | 438 433 3.3 3.6 l+ .3
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IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78

TABLE F.5

STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comprehension Total Posttast

Scaled Scors

Treatment

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprshension Total Pretest
Scaled Scors
S1ze: OHIO :
ANCOVA
. P < l 2wl tE =-
g $3 | g2 28158 %
$132123 |53 g G
2233 |2< 5 3E138 a8
] 'y ) & -] 9 g o 4
1 - a [ ] g -l E m e L]
v|53|28, 52,3 )¢ HEIEY
i A HHHEHEE SRR
S Traatment 2 2|33 |23 |a|RS 9|88 |88
, | Spectal Emphasis| 20f 282 | 336 329 g 0.4 1.7 |2.3 [+.6
Comparison 21| 264 | 318 325 1.6 {2.1 [+ .5
; | Special Emphasis| 17| 320 | 418 a7 | odo.23 2.1 3.3 |+1.2
Comparisen 14| 316 | 406 408 2.1 [3.1 [+1.0
4 Spacial Emphasis| 19| 390 | 410 418 1y odf 0.97 2.9 (3.1 [+ .2
Comparison 9l 416 | 436 | 418 3.2 {3.5 [+.3
s | Special Emphasts| 20{ 436 | 415 41§ o017 3.5 [3.2 |-.3
Comparison 16] 416 | 436 441 . 3.6 |3.6 |+ .2
6 | Sectsl Empiastal 18| 464 | s16 | soz |, fo 4.2 |5.8 |+1.5
Comparison 14] 415 447 465 3.2 }3.8 |+ .6
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TABLE F.6

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comprehansion Total Posttest

Scaled Score

Treatmant
SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest

COVARIATE:
Scaled Score
Sicte: TENNESSEE
ANCOVA
a -1 ~
F 33 |43
ge2|2% (353 g
2188|3® @ g
21821488 |34 k]
- [ - ] 39 o g ! [ 1 -
3 Clgl2 e |88 |3 Ra
'3 - a '3 a 8 - @ 8 > éu
| trescane |4 |23|528|F23|1 |2y
2 Special Esphasis| 17( 243 322 323 bonle.ar
Comparison 11| 244 333 333
3 Sp.o_ch.l Exphasis | 21| 304 393 418 0.7710.39
Comparison 14 ] 346 444 | 405
4 S”cm Emphasis| 18| 384 430 432 3.9610.06
Comparison 7] 400 467 460
P Spacial Emphasis| 23| 407 432 438 b.36/0.55
Comparison 81 444 468 449
¢ | Special Imphasis| 27| 419 | 449 43 b ooalo 33
Comparison 10| 380 446 462

o o
2 & -3 ]
81584
[ X R 13
> @ > a Q
k|28 o
Tg|95] 5%
['] L
 LAR AR L
e M | 2
Q9 Qe @ N
1.3 2.1 |+ .8
1.4 2.3 |+ .9
2.0 2.9 |+ .9
2.4 3.7 [|+1.3
2.8 3.4 [+ .6
3.0 4.3 [+1.3
3.1 3.5 I+ .4
3.7 4.4 |+ .7
3.3 3.9 [+ .6
2.8 3.8 H1.0
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TABLE F.7
IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YT:.R 1978--79

STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comprahension Total Posttest

Scaled Score

Treatmant

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprshension Total Precest
Scaled Score :
Site: TENNESSEE
ANCOVA
[ ] - . L] g &b : : )
£ §3 |23 2315214
332123 |53 g SIEHE
2(83|z= [£a g TR
algai8s |33 |gf8 Se|ds| 23
(7] - " - | ] ] - ] Q a [ ]
2 Slal 8Bl 8523 |2 e sk |32 23
3 |§5|383 988|552 3. 30|33
S Treatmant 2|24 | S23 |23 |0y de |89 |8F
2 Special Emphasis|{is | 277 365 366 | od 0.84 1.7 2.6 |+ .9
Comparison 10] 286 | 3n 369 1.8 [2.7 |+ .9
3 Special Emphasis{is | 321 401 405 2.7d 0.11 2.1 (3.0 |+ .9
Comparison 12 333 | 422 425 2.3 {3.5 |#.2
s | Seecial Emphasis|2s | 418 | 4ss 458 (0 3d 0.5 3.3 4.0 |+ .7
Comparison 1| 430 | 470 464 3.5 [4.4 |+ .9
s | Special Emphasis|1s | 420 | 429 455 1014 0.68 3.3 {3.4 |+ .1
Comparison 12| 461 | 479 446 4.2 14.7 |+ .5
¢ | Seecial Ewphasis| 8 | 440 | 480 476 10 09 0.7 3.7 |4.7 |+L.0
_ Comparisen 1| 432 ] 477 480 3.5 [4.6 |+1.1
33g
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TABLE

F.8

IMPACT SUMIARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPERDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDRT Comprshension Tutal Posttest
Scaled Score

Treaatmant

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprshension Total Pretest
Scaled scors
Sice: TEXAS
ANCOVA
. cg | T
g §3 |43 s3|38|3
-9 [} 4 9 Q [ ™) . $ub
1188|338 (48 g 2E| 2819,
218813~ g 28|58t
@ [N ) - K J 5' g - @
“ |[ae |82 -] 213 g H ‘s
g s lee|58s|88e|3|3a og|ad |22
3 1§31 385/g88 (% |30 | L3123
3 Treatmant 2|23 |822 |32 |w |0a% 89|39 |8&
, | Special Euphasislsz [ 265 | 334 339 | s 0.04 1.6 [2.3 |+ .7
Comparisnn 37 | 278 | 332 226 1.7 2.2 J+ .5
3 | Special Eaphasts 33 | 333 | w19 | 427 L oo o, 2.3 [3.3 |+1.0
Comparison 49 | 348 436 431 2.4 |3.6 [+l.2
4 | Spectal Emphastsfi 430 | 460 | 452 | gy 1o 3.4 a1 |+ .7
Compariscn 47 | 416 | 4s8 | 464 3.2 |41 [+ .9
s | spectal Ewphasiafss |use | 483 | 486 b oofo o 4.0 (4.8 |+ .8
Comparison 49 | 456 | 482 482 r - 4.0 4.8 [+ .8
33%7.
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TABLE F.9

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

: SDRT Comprshension Toral Poettest

Scaled Score :
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Treatmant
COVARIATE: SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
Scaled Scors
Site: TEXAS
ANCOVA
® g9 - Bul B8
2 £ | .3 £81338)%
3lge (23 |53 g HEHE
28332 |[%a § 3|38 ey
-] o ) L- T U] g ; - ¢
1A a s [ Q -y = 2 -t
- “ 9 ) - g E] W [ 3 a Q
3 13 |FE8 8523 B 2R 131 22
2 ‘ (531388388 °% |82 3| 3.| 5%
S Trcatment 2|43 (823|383 |~ |TS 88|85 ]|848
2 Special Exmphasis (40 | 285 350 354 14.6 <°‘.01 1.8 2.4 |+ .6
Comparison 55 | 29¢ 339 338 1.9 (2.3 |+ .4
3 Soecial !ﬂvhllil 40 339 436 428 0.02| 0.28 2.3 3.4 j+l.1
Comparison 41 | 362 430 429 2.3 }3.5 |+1.2
4 Special Emphasis {28 | 417 454 461 1.06 0.31 3.2 4.0 .
Comparison 46 434 461 456 3.5 4.2 |+ .
5 Spacial Emphasis {28 | 448 490 485 2.990 0.09 3.8 5.0 |+1.2
Comparison 41 | 440 458 459 3.7 }4.0 i+ .3

338
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TABLE F.10

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPERDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDBRT Comprshension Total Posttast
Scaled Score

Treatment

COVARIATE: SDRT Ccmprehansion Total Pretest
Scaled Score
Sice: WEST VIRGINIA
ANCOVA
]
™ e - -] : - = g
g §3 |q3 23533
£lge (23 |33 g STEHE
a [} 8 -2 * - 5 - 8 - Q -
als S - b5 g*| 3~ 5§
® |gm | S8 38 gz Reglma -
- (%, - ] R 9 %1 [} a a3
2 s|e3(58e 382|332 FIEFIRE
‘E .|8=w]% s g|lo3s|> 5'“ ? - En &3
2] T satmsat 4|23 ELal3q8d [ n|as ¢ |89 |6
g | Special Esphasis oo | 229 | 335 338§ 27lo.60 1.2 2.3 l+1.1
Coxparison 30 | 246 331 329 1.4 2.2 [+ .8
3 Specisl Emphasis 25 | 316 435 425 h 1‘1 0.30 2.1 |3.6 (1.5
Comparison 20 | 282 400 412 1.7 [3.0 1.3
4 Special Esphasis R1 | 409 447 433 k. 04]0.03 3.1 3.8 i+ .7
Comparison 19 | 378 436 471 2.7 4.0 (1.3
5 Spacial Emphasis 30 | 426 456 447 h.02|0.89 3.4 4.0 & .6
Comparison 19 | 400 430 445 3.0 3.4 W .4
6 Special Exphasis R0 | 417 513 518 .1210.02 3.2° 5.7 R2.S
Comparison 7 |429 486 482 3.4 (4.9 H1.5
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TABLE F.11

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDRT Comprehension Total Posttest

Scaled Score
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Treatmsnt
COVARIATE: SDXT Comprahension Total Pretest
Scaled Scors
Site: WEST VIRGINIA
ANCOVA
a ag o gul| 8 '6' Q
il,.ld47 |2d HEHE
31881 *8 23 3 >al32%]S
2 o 3 TN -] i -y L] a -~
- - 3 - o w b S /e S 5 g
@ = @ aa [ 'K} 3 -l : s : - -
“laaw]3e -9 - ] <
2 158 |s8g]|22e| 3|3 TIEEIR E
s T HIEH LT LI R
< Trestmant 223|828 |32 A | m |2 da|&8% |88
2 Spacial Ezphasis 30 | 264 338 335 0.52 0.47 1.6 2.3 |+ .7
Comparison 34 255 341 343 1.5 2.3 |+ .8
Spacial has.
3 pac Esphasis {27 | 227 389 372 12.3] <0.01 2.2 2.9 |+ .7
Comparison 25 | 297 404 422 1.9 3.1 |+l.2
4 Special Exphasis |22 | 409 459 450 9.82| <0.01 3.1 4.1 |[+1.0
Comparison 23 | 392 403 412 2.9 3.0 j+ .1
5 Spacial Emphasis (26 439 466 457 0.59 0.45 3.6 (4.3 {+ .7
Comparisou 19 422 457 470 3.3 4.1 |+ .8
6 Special Emphasis{29 | 446 490 488 10.1} <0.01 3.8 |5.0 |[+1.2
Compariseon 22 | 440 446 449 3.7 3.8 |+ .1
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TABLE F.12

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1977-78
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENLINT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE:

SDET Comprehension Tocal Posttast

Scaled Scare
Treatmant

COVARIATE: SDRT Cosprehension Total Pratest
caled Scors
Site: CALTFORNIA s @
ANCOVA
. g - duida
£l..(43 |53 | |, HEHE
33538 |43 : HEHME
& - 8 @9 5 '; [ % 2 8 [
o818 |3 3 Tg|dq|78
s1%3|28.058:(3 8 HFFIEE
*3 B HEEE L B
3 Treatment 2|28 |23 |38 {n0s d%18%|&§a&
2 Special Emphasis|17 | 280 | 336 %s o 0.77 1.7 2.3 |+ .6
Comparison 20 | 300 354 347 1.9 J]2.5 |+ .6
3 Specisl Eaphssis|lé | 374 407 407 0.8710.36 2.7 (3.1 {+ .4
Comparison 19 | 363 | 390 390 2.6 (2.9 I+ .3
Comparison 13 | 406 420 423 3.1 3.3 |+ .2
P 3pacisl Emphasisils | 390 417 418 b.6710.42 2.9 3.2 |+ .3
Comparison 28 | 382 402 402 2.8 3.0 [+ .2
6 Special Imphasisiisé | 421 477 471 h .02 0.32 3.3 4.6 (+1.3
Comparison 22 | 392 451 455 2.9 (3.9 |(+1.0
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TABLE r.13

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
STUDENTS BELOW GRADE MEAN

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: SDET Comprehension Total Posttest

) Scaled Scors
INDEPRMDENT VARIABLE: Traacmsnt
COVARIATE: SDRT Comprehansion Total Pretast
Scaled Scom
Sice: CALIFORNTA
ANCOVA
. : b U.
g 13 | .3 IR
Slue|dS S'é @ aSiS8| =
-3 : ] §3 8 >3 :E S,
83|38 i AT
wig 2 T - ge¢g|&ea -
- [ | 3 ] - 5 ! ] 3 ‘ [
3 M HEBHEER HE L
3| e |d|431303|383]2 |5 5515968
2 Special Emphasis |14 | 298 367 330 0.52 0.48 1.9 (2.6 |+ .7
Comparison 9 | 244 200 349 L4 J1.8 |+ .4
3 Special Esphasis |13 | 333 387 390 12.4 <v.0y 2.3 2.8 j+ .7
Comparison 15 | 341 440 433 2.3 (3.7 |+1.4
4 Special Emphasis{l3 | 409 432 426 0.11 0.74 . 3.1 {3.5 {+ .4
Comparison 11 | 375 416 423 2.7 {3.2 |+ .5
5 Spacial Emphasis |1l | 459 486 459 0.18]0.67 4.1 |4.9 |+ .8
Comparison 8 1 396 438 478 3.0 |3.6 |+ .6
6 Special Emphasis |10 { 434 488 4858 1.4710.24 ‘ 3.5 {4.9 |[+1.4
Comparison 12 | 381 | 442 | 44s 2.8 3.7 |+.9
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APPENDix G
METHODOLOGY
~ .

This appendix describes the activities undertaken by GRC in the
conduct of the second and third years1 of data coilection and the
analysis of data collected over the 3 years of the Special Emphasis
Project evaluation study. This summary of study methodology and pro-

cedures is presented in six parts including discussions of:

Instrumentation

Data Collection Procedures
Problems in Data Collection
Data Preparation and Reduction
Preliminary Data Examination

Data Analysis Procedures and Issues

INSTRUMENTATION
Two major types of data were required to perform the process and

impact evaluations required in this study:

® Data and information about the teachers and the student
populations in the participating schools and educational
practices employed in these schools.

) Data to be used in assessing the impact of the Special
Emphasis Projects on the students and schools where these

projects were implemented.

In several cases, a single instrument was used to collect data
for both of these purposes. Instruments used in this study, and the
evaluation component for which data in each instrument were used, are

summarized in Table G.1.

lFirst year data collection was performed by the original evaluation
contractor, Applied Management Sciences, Inc.
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TABLE G.1
STULY INSTRUMENTS AND USE(S)

‘ Use of Data
Process Impact!
Instrument Study Study!
1. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) X
2. The Classification of Teaching Practices F X X
3. Project Director Questionnaire ’ X
4. Experimental School Principal Questionnaire X X
3. Comparison School Principal Questionnaire X X
6. Reading Specialist Questionnaire .- : X
]. Experimental School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X
8. Comparison School Classroom Teacher Questionnaire X X
9. Librarian Questionnaire X
10. Student (Grade 3) and Student (Grades 4-6) Questionnaires X
11, Parent Questionnaire | X
H2. Student Infomt:ion Checklist X
" 13. classroom Observation Protocol X . g

(Copies of all instruments used in *his study are contained in

Volume II of this report.)

Instruments 1 through 11 (in Table G.1l) had been selected and/or
developed by the original evaluation design contractor and originally
cleared by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for use in only
the first year data collection.

The Student Information Checklist~-which sought demographic
information on students in the participating schools--was developed
by the original study contractor and USOE during the first year of this
study but was not used in the first year data collection activities.
The Student Information Checklist and instruments 1 through 11 were
submitted to OMB by USOE prior to the award of the continuation con-

tract to GRC. These instruments were again cleared for only 1 year.



During the collection of data for the second year of the Special
Emphasis Project, GRC identified several limitations in study instru-
ments 3 through 11. Limitations were found in:

] The structure of some questicns--the consequence of which
was that questions could be interpreted in several ways
and, as a result, the data secured were inconsistent and

non-comparable.

[ ] The length and specific content of some instruments--—
the consequence of which was that teachers complained
about the time required to complete questionnaires and
did noct always provide information which could be used
in the firal data analysis.

In view of these limitations, GRC conducted a detailed review of
all instruments and modified these instrumeuts, where apbropriate, to
clarify ambiguous questions'and to eliminate questions not directly
related to the objectives of this study.

Revised instruments were cleared through the Federal Education
Dat: Acquisition Committee (FEDAC) in 1979 and used in the final round
of data collection in the spring of 1979.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Spring, summer, and fall data collection activities focused on
different purposes and entailed slightly different procedures. The
major purposes of the spring site visits were to:

° Administer the data collection instruments to each of'the
nire respondent groups and to assist in the administration
of the SDRT.

° Conduct interviews with district administrators, principals,
and project directors to gain additional anecdotal infor-

mation.

G4




® Conduct observations of classroom teachers and reading
specialists and/or reading teachers in Special Emphasis
and comparison schools.

The purpose of the gummer site visits was to:

° Identify the types of activities which were provided by

these programs.

° Document the manner in which teaching approaches, instruc-
tional intensity, and staffing patterns resembled or differed
from the regular school year Special Emphasis program.

° Determine the ID numbers and attendance records of students
who participated in the summer Program. Because attendance
data had not been obtained during the 1977 summer program,.
GRC attempted also to obtain these data.

The purpose of the fall site visits was to:

® Assess comparability of the experimental and comparison
schools, thereby assessing the integrity of the experimental
design. The data gathered during this process represented

a set of annual baseline data for each project.

. Collect information to determine whether the projects met
the criteria that were established in the legislation and
the regulations.

® Supervise the administ: ition of the SDRT.

Data collection activities for the study were undertaken in fall
1976 and spring, summer, and fall 1977 by the original study contractor
and in spring, summer, and fall 1978 and 1979 by GRC. Table G.2, Data
Collection Schedule, 3rovides a summary of the utilization of the study
instruments during the respective data collection periods. (Procedures
employed in the 1976~77 school year and fall 1977 gata collections
conducted by the original study cont +- are described in the Firs:
Annual Report.)
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TABLE 6.2
DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE

Data Collection Polnts

Iltle

1976 1977 1978 1979
Instrument Fall | -Spring Summer Fall Spring Sumer Fall | Spring Sumner Rall

Stanford Dlagnostic

Reading Test X X X X X X X
Student Tnformation

Checkl st X X
Project Dlrector

(egtlomafre X X X
Experimental School

Peincipal Questionnaive X X X
Cowparlgon School

Principal Questiopnaire X X X
Readng Specialist |

(uest{onnaire X X X

Experimental School

Teacher (}i:2stionnalre X X i

Gowparison School

Teacher Questionnalre X X H
Classifleation of

Teaching Practices X X X

Classroon Observaton

Protocol X X X

Idbrarlan Questlonnaire X - X X

Student Questionnalre X X X

Parent Questionnatre X X X

Suwmer Program Topic

fiulde X X

o 'ilte Close~ont Toplc
X

3
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When GRC assumed responsibility for this study in April 1978,

several changes were incorporated into the data collection activities:

) Data on the demographic charucteristics of students and
specific treatments in reading instruction were collected

for the first time.

° . responsibility for the administration of the SDRT was
shifted from the reading specialists to the individual
classroom teacher. This change was motivated by a need
to equalize the conditions of administration in both experi~-
mmmlmdmmammsmmmaMtommhwﬂh&eﬁﬂm
istration instructions of the SDRT manual.

° The testing and questionnaire administrations were systema-
tized by the use of briefing sessions with teachers followed
by written instructions for teachers and project supervisors,

(Instructions are contained in Volume II of this report.)

™ Special consideration was given to the concerns of comparison
school staff regarding their participation iﬁ the study.
In response to their concerns, GRC provided an update on
the purpose and scope of the study, required that the com-
-parison. teachers fest their own.students under supervision
of GRC and project reading specialists, and provided the
teachers with printouts of test score results on the SDRT

for their students.

At the beginning of the 1978 and 1979 visits, GRC/Americas staff
met with the entire staffs of the respective schools to introduce the
evaluation team, provide an update ou ihe evaluation, listen to their
concerns, and elicit their coope..tion. Pro: ¢t directors at each of
the project sites were responsible for coordinating the data collection

activities.

-

Supervisibn of the Testing - Spring and Fall Data Collections
To assure intersite consistency in the administration of the SDRT,

GRC developed a set of instructions designed to overcome some of the
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problems experienced by the previous contractor. The key features of

these procedures were:

. Supervision of the entire testing process in both the Special
Emphasis and comparison schools by Special Emphasis reading
specialists who also were available to provide assistance

when necessu, | .

. Administration of the SDRT by the respective classroo:
teachers of reading. Each teacher was instructed to adhere
to the directives in the SDRT manual which he or she received
in advance of the testing.

. Careful coding of the test booklets to assure correct
identification of each student while preserving the student's
anonymity.

. Onsite supervision of the testing by GRC/Americas staff who
monitored the testing rooms without distracting the children
being tested.

. Notation of any special conditions with reépect to individual
students present during the testing. For example, instances
of emotional upset, illness, or students making random
markings were afterwards noted on the test booklets by the
administering teacher.

Collection of Program and Participant Data - Spring Data Collections

The collection of program and participant data was designed to
coincide with the spring administration of the SDRT.

All staff questionnaires were filled out by the respondents after
a group briefing by GRC/Americas staff. Directions for answeriug
specific questions weie pruvi.ed on each instrument. Additionally,
GRC/Americas staff assisted respondents with clarifications when
necessary, and personaily collected completed instruments to assure

confidentiality of responses.
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Instruments to which students responded were self-explanatory;
however, in ciasses where students had reading problems, teachers read

the questions to the class.

Parent instruments were given to all students in grades 1 through‘
6 to be delivered to parents and returned within a week. To assure an
adequate response rate, follow-up procedures were undertaken by indi-
vidual project directors in conformance with district policies. Digtri-
bution and collection of these instrumentg were the responsibiiity of

the classroom teachers.

All questionnaires were administered from mid-May through early-
June 1978 and 1979, with the exception of the site "close out" topic
guide which was administered in fall 1979.

The final round of site visits was made to each of the project
sites to monitor the final round of testing and conduct "close out"
interviews with a sample of teachers from the Special Emphasis schools,
the principal, project director, and cognizant official from the school
district. These interviews provided a retrospective assessment of the
implementation of Special Emphasis as well as perceptions of the residual
effects of the program arter Federal funding ended.

PROBLEMS IN DATA COLLECTION
In spite of an attempt to carefully specify procedures for data
collection, a number of problems arose at individual sites. A brief

summary of these problems follows.

General Problems

The project sites in general experienced 10-30% student turnover
during each year of the evaluation. A combination of student turnover
and the coding problems effectively reduced the total number of pre~

and posttest observations available for analysis.
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The timing of the spring visits contributed to several overall
problems, including:

° Students were taking the SDRT and their school district's
standardized tests back to back. Test fatigue was apparent

for students, teachers, and administrators.

° End of the school year activities (picnics, trips) were
distracting to the testing prccess, inhibiting students'
performance on *he SDRT.

] Teachers and administrators had pressing end-of-the-year
papexwork demanding attention and were vexed over the

additional work entailed by the testing.

To minimize these }roblems and their effect on the study, GRC
attempted to schedule its spring visits several weeks before the end
of the school year and at times suggested by local principals and
project staff.

Problems of data collection encountered at the specific Special

Emphasis sites are summarized below.

Louisiana

Coding problems on the SDRT caused delays in the data reduction
process, and contributed to a loss in the number of observations when
coding problems could not be resolved. For example, the ID codes
assigned to grade 3 students in the comparison school during spring
1377 were replaced by new ID codes in fall 1977, causing the loss of
these observutions. Other instruments, namely those for s:udents‘
and parents, were returned to GRC with ouly the site and school identi-
fying numbers affixed. Student questicnnaires, grade 3, were not

received for 1977-78 school year.

Michigan °
Owing to scheduling conflicts and local staff preferences, some
of the testing was held at a time when GRC staff was not present to
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monitor. Further, reading specialists from the experimental school
administered the reading tests in the comparison school in spring 1978,
contrary to specific directions. GRC also noted that testing of younger
children, in some instances, was conducted on a single day, contrary to
directives in the SDRT manual. Sixth grade students were not tested
during spring and fall 1979 because they had been transferred to other

schools,

Ohio

Because of a union dispute, the SDRT was administered in the
comparison school by the Special Emphasis project director and the
district reading and language arts supervisor. In addition, GRC was
unable to observe reading instruction in all classrooms., Because of
the court-ordered dispersion of students in the fall of 1978, seventh

grade students were not :ested on the SDRT.

Tennesgee

No major data collection problems occurred.

Texas
The administration of the testing in fall 1978 at the comparison
school was not monitorad by GRC/Americas. In addition, tescher adminis-
trators of the test erroneously omitted the final subtests for firet
graders in spring 1978, in effect losing observations on first gradera
for that data point. In addition, during the first year of the study,

som2 students were assigned duplicate ID codes.

West Virginia

Lack of communication between the project director and the
comparison school, plus a growing reluctance on the part of the
comparisor: school to participate in the Special Emphasis project, caused
numerous problems at this site. Student Information Checklists were
not completed in the comparison school during the spring 1978 data
collection. They were, however, completed the following fall. Student

and parent questionnaires from the Special Emphasis school lacked
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complete coding, limiting the analysis to aggregated data. Student and
parent questionnaires were never administered in the comparison school
in 1978. A number of student and teacher identification code problems
were also experienced. During the final round of testing, seventh
graders were not tested until 5 weeks after the other students. In
addition, the Special Emphasis school principal ord:red large-scale
out-of-level testing of students, whereas few students in the comparison

school were similarly "downshifted."

California

Some teachers in the comparison school exhibited an indifference
toward the study to the extent of giving lackadaisical responses to
questionnaire items. Coding on all parent questionnaires was incomplete.

Attendance data for summer 1979 were not available.

DATA PREPARATION AND REDUCTION

The data preparétion and reduction process was an ongoing activity.
Initially, all data tipes received from AMS were reviewed by GRC to
determine content and quality of the data. From this initial assessment,
GRC identified several problems with the coding of the SDRTs:

° In fall 1976, only a portion of the fifth and sixth grade
students were assigned unique 4-digit ID codes. Therefore,
scores could only be identified by site, school, and grade,
but not by individual student.

° In a number of cases, for spring and fall 1977, two and
sometimes three students had been assigned the same 4-digit
ID codes.

As a result, GRC established a series of validation checks to
assure fhe accuracy of the data for future data collections. The data
previously collected by AMS for fall 1976, spring 1977, and fall 1977
was checked and, to the extent possible, corr:ctions were made. GRC
decided at this point, with the concurrence of the USCE project officer,
to drop the fall 1976 data point from the analysis due to the inability

to link a sv./ficient number of the test scores to individual students.
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For all testing dates after fall 1977, all SDRT answer booklets
were batched upon receipt at GRC into groups based on site, school,
grade, and test level taken. Each booklet was checked for completeness
and each 10-digit code was checked for omissions or errors. The SDRTs
were then sent to The Psychological Corporation to be machine scored.
Initially, raw scores, grade equivalents, and percentiles were received
for each subtest taken. For spring 1979 and fall 1979, scaled scores

were also received for each student.

When the scored tape was returned to GRC, an edit was performed
to determine whether the tape was complete and to establish a new
student identification code which included the site, school, 4-digit
ID code, student birth month, birth year, and sex. Ad&itionally,
duplicate records apd records without adequate identification were
eliminated, and range checks were performed on all data fields. For
those tapes without scaled scores, a conversion was performed to trans-

form raw scores to scaled scores while preserving the initial raw score.

In addition, as each tape was processed, an index was created
and updated to form a complete test history for each student. With
each subsequent tes;ing, each record was checked to determine consistency
between testings of the barthdate, sex, and grade level for each
student. The extent of o.c-of-level testing was also determined.

As this process continued, ii became apparent that there were

numerous errors either in the 4-digit ID code assigned or in the
recording of birthdate and sex on the answer booklet. Therefore, during
spring 1979, each project site was given a complete testing histofy for
each student through fall 1978 and asked to verify the accuracy of the
birthdate and sex associated with the 4—digit ID code. As a result,

many errors were resolved preserving as much data as possible for the
analysis. Table G.3, Statistics on Error Resolution, contains a complete

summary of the magnitude of the error resolution process.



TABLE G.3
STATISTICS ON ERROR RESOLUTION

SICL* COLLECTION |

... _ SOKC TEST DATE LECTION
SPRING FALL SPRING | FALL F SPRING FALL l EPRIN(, SPRINC
A 1977 1977 | 1918 ’ 1978 1979 1979 1978 1979
Nunber Tests Scored 6202 7292 5710 5221 4742 4637
‘Numl)er fnstruments Received 5819 4617
“RECORDS DELETED DUE_10:
1. Incoaplete identification 23 23 20 4 2 5 2 5
2. fucomplete testing 133 rostt 115 59 18 23 - -
3. other (includes dupiicate - 915 800 19 5 S 63 40 25
tests, teasts from two sites
not refunded in 1977)
NET RECURDS 5131 5388 5316 5153 4713 3999 5771 4607
RECORDS REQUIRING CORRECT[ON OF‘
L. Birthdate only 383 341 282 403 240 312 441 319
2.7 Sex only 101 101 77 73 43 59 97 198
3. 7" Both birthdate and sex 28 12 12 23 11 7 16 50
4. Special coudlition only - - - - - - k1 48
5. Student tdentification only 64 80 58 32 17 8 41 11
6. Site only . 5 2 1 2 1 - - -
7. School only 12 13 5 8 8 6 - -
8. At least two of school, 7 7 3 1 - - 1 -
stwdent ldentlfication,
hirthdate, and sex
9. Grade only 16 19 59 2 11 - k) 3
RECORDS WI'TH OUT-OF-LEVEL TESTING 4 - 102 132 153 129 N/A N/A
RECORDS GRADE INCONSISTENT WITH N/A 327 9 201 12 206 N/A N/A
PREVIOUS TESTING ( INCLUDES
STUDENTS RETATNED IN GRADE)
x .
“Student Iaformati{on Checklist
'rl-‘h;sl graders at some sites were glven a portion of the SHRT.
First graders at one site were glven a portion of the SORT. o vay
. 3D

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




After the error resolution process was completed, the latest test
scores were added to the data base compiled from the previous test

scores.

A similar procedure was employed to validate the data on the
Student Information Checklist, and these data were also added to the

data base.

The final data base contains a record for each student who took
any of the SDRTs between spring 1977 and fall 1979. Each record contains
demographic data and reading intensity data from the Student Information
Checklists. These records also contain the student's score for each

subtest for each testing represented as:

° Raw Score --The number of questions the student answered
correctly.
® Grade Equivalent --Represents the typical performance of

pupils in a specified grade when tested in a given month
of the school year. The grade equivalent scores can range
from 1.0 to 12.9, but the range is smaller for the red and

green level tests.

- ® Scaled Scores --Express performance on a single scale which
7 Cuts across test times and test levels. The usefulness
of a single score is that it permits comparisons of student's
performance over time and aggregation of students who took
different levels of the SDRT. It is the most appropriate
form of the student's score to use in evaluating change
in performance over time since scaled scores have equél

intervals.

The completed data basé contains 9885 records.

PRELIMINARY DATA EXAMINATION
Foliowing the correction of coding errors and creation of the
complete data base, a preliminary examination of the data was performed

to:
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] Develop a complete SDRT test history for each site.

o Determine whether differences existed betwsen students for
whem both pre- and posttest scores had been secured and
students for whom only pre- or posttest scores had been

secured.

® Determine whether ceiling or floor1 effects were encountered.

The results of this preliminary examination provided data on attri-
tion in the study sample. These data, combined with test scores for all
students, were used to examine the effect of attrition on the general-
izability of evaluation results. The statistical me:hodology used in
the analysis of the impact of Special Emphasis treatment on reading
achievement was reexamined to determine its appropriateness in view
of the limitations of the data. A detailed discussion of each step in
the preliminary examination follows.

SDRT Test History _
A SDRT Test History for each site is contained in Appendix A.

An example of one SDRT Test History appears on Table G.4. This table

provides a frequency count, by grade, school, and project year, of:

° Students with SDRT scores for any of the test -points

between the spring of the previous school year and the

spring of the designated project year (line 1). For example,

for project year 1977-78, the frequency count included any
student with SDRT scores for one or more of the following
data points: spring 1977, fall 1977, and spring 1978.

. Students designated as having learning problems (line 2).

° Students with pretest SDRT scores only (line 3). This line

represents a count of students for whom SDRT scores were
obtained in the spring of the previous school year and/or
the fall of the designated project year, but for whom SDRT
scores were not obtained in the spring of the designated

project year.

lThese terms are identified in the Glossary.
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TABLE G.4

SDRT TEST HISTORY
Project Year 1977-78
 Sitet WEST VIRGINIA
T Grade: 2 3 ) 4 5 6 [ toTAL
) o School: Sp.Em. | Comp. Ep.Em. Comp. | Sp.Em. | Comp., %?.Em. Comp. Eﬁwﬁt;r_(‘om.pw Hﬁiﬁ’a ('mn'p_
e e o e S
1. Total No. Students took .
SIRT (spring, fall 1977; 170 14 68 65 1 65 69 12 71 74 349 | 350
spring 1978) .
R. No. Designated as laving |
Learning Problems 3 0 7 6 8 7 0 0 0 0 20 13
P No. took Spring/Fall 1977 o b [ v s s | w| o w] s e | e
SDRTs only
No. took Spring 1978 SDRT
10 15 b 12 - 8 6 9 15 12 15 45 63
only
No. in Sample Size for I -
ANCOVA Analyses 45 52 44 15 38 37 52 39 45 46 224 | 209
(1-(243+4))
Prolect Year 1978-79
"""""""" Grade: 2 ] [ 5 6 | ot
CoTTT e Schoal: Sp.Em. | Comp. Sp.Ellt;". —E(»mp. Sp.Em, Cump.' Sp.Em. | Comp, -S-i;‘fl; COHE- Sp.'E".En." ffuluﬁ'pt
1. Total No. Students took
SDRT (spring, fall 1978; 83 79 66 69 6% 63 1 hb 1 68 368 | 345
spring 1979)
No. Designated as Having
Learning Problems 0 0 3 0 4 0 ! 0 0 0 14 0
| SORTs only
' M. took Spring 1978 SORT i | s 7 U T 8| | wy{ | 9l s5 |
only
5. No, in Sample Size for
ANCOVA Analyses 68 58 52 40 h2 40 47 38 55 15 204 | 211
(1-(21714)) ]
. AR it e e mem et e mwm - m———1 - - — - R R T it SR SN - R o S -
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o Students with posttest SDRT scores only (line 4).

e Students for whom both pre— and posttest scores were avail-

able and who, therefore, comprised the analytic sample on

which analyses were conducted (line 5). Line 5 is computed

by subtracting the total of lines 2, 3, and 4 from line 1.

The difference between the total number of students with any
SDRT scores for the designated projcct year (line 1 on Table G.4 and
the number in the analytic sample (line 5 on Table G.4) provides a
measure of sample attrition due to student turnover, absenteeism,
errors’ in coding SDRT answer booklets and purposive exclusion (students
with diagnosed learning disabilities).

These data from Appendix A and the calculated level of retention
are summarized in the right-hand columns (4 and 5) of Table G.5, Samplé
Retention Summary. The potential number of students, taken from

Appendix A, is the total number of students who took any of the SDRTs
for the designated project year, aggregated over grades 2 through 6.

The actual number of students, also taken from Appendix A, is the number

of students, aggregated over grades 2 through 6, who were included in
the "whole grade'" analytic sample. These numbers match the numbers of
students contained .in the impacts summaries in Appendix E. The percent
of retention, then, is the actual number of students divided by the

 potential number of students. As noted in Table G.5, between 46% and

86% of the potential number of students are actually included in the
1977-78 "whole grade" analytic samples. Therefore, the level of attri-
tion was between 147 and 54%. For 1978-79, the retention rate ranged

from 32%Z to 72%, indicating attrition levels between 28% and 68%. This
level of attrition can be partially attributed to mobility and absenteeism,
but the high level of attrition for some sites would indicate other

problems also.

A measure of mobility between school years for each site is also
contained on Table G.5. This wouldnot include students who moved dufing
the 1978~79 school year. For example, for the Texas Special Emphasis
school, 17% of the students were tested only during the 1977-78 project
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Site

1A

M

0l

N

Ty

W

GA

School
Special Emphasls

{ompar Ison

Speelal Fephasis
Compar £3on

Special Emphasis
(ompar ison

Speclal Emphasts
Compagisen

Special Emphasls
(ompar {son

Speclal Emphas|s
Comparson

Speclal Emphas s
Compar Lson

{n

Net Student
_ Sample*

510
9578

9%)
826

448
n

413
276

9
952

48)
468

309
458

Bl e T S

33
25

15
162

N/A
N/

41
40

131
155

46
33

14
4

TASLE G.5

SAMPLE RETENTION SUMMARY

(@)

3 (4)
Tested Tested Analytic Sample
11-18 Only 18-79 Mnly 17-18 (gr, 2-6)
Lg{_lig}_f N Lol Net? Potentfal  Actual

By 55 I 0 174

n It 122 21 195

19 . 130 142 693 385

piiy4 11?2 163 615 n

N N/A /A m 175

/A N/A N/A 205 142

11y 46 11X 320 197

143 JAl 1% 207 96

I} 24 n 5764 278

167 1)) (174 f49" 13

102 62 13% 349 24

112 19 n 150 209

51 S0t N in 148

17 147 2% m 187

X
Moes not tnelwle students graduating spring 1977 or Elrst graders
In spring 1979,

rDoes mot fnclude studeuts graduating spring 1977,

ﬁnnos ot nclude first graders in spring 1979,

|
Adjusted to compensate for coding errors,

1

b4
bl H4

563
S0%

551
S

624
LY

.
A7

847
60%

862
67X

(5)
Analytlc Sample
78-19 (gr. 2-6)

Potential Actual
16 170
699 35
578 138
iBs 266
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
308 M4
159 100
424%* 193
GO 249
368 264
15 211
2064 118
156 116

*
Does not include grade 2 for which no analysis could be done,

1
544
5%

56%
554

N/A
R/A

662
634

45%
48%

1
0l%

451
n



year (column 2) and 31% were tested only during the 1978-79 project year
(column 3). Therefore, 48% of the net student sample, did not participate
in the evaluation for the full length of the project. The net student
sample (column 1) is the total number of students tested at each site
over the full course of the study, with the exception of students
graduating from the program in spring 1977 and first graders in spring
1979.

Differences Between "Pre- and Posttest' Groups and "Pre'" or "Posttest
Only" Groups

Students included in the analytic samples are those with both
pretest SDRT scores and posttest SDRT scores. Students excluded from;
the sample, but for whom partial information is available, are those
with either a pretest SDRT score or a posttest SDRT score only. (No
data are available for students who were in the school during the

designated project year but who took none of the SDRTs.)

Summaries of the differences in "comprehension t:_otal"l scores
between students included in the analytic samples and those excluded
from the sample are contained in tables for each site in Appendix B.
An example of one table from this series is presented in Table G.6.

Table G.6 identifies differences--by project year, school, aad
grade--in test scores for "pretest only" students and "posttest only"
stud:rts as contrasted with the "pre- and posttest" students. For
each "pre- and posttest” group, an interval was calculated with limits
of t one-third of a standard deviatiorn from the mean "comprehension
total" scaled score of that group. This interval was then used as the
reference for determining whether the "pretest only" or "posttest only"
groups differed substantially from the "pre- and posttest” group, i.e.,
the group used in the analysis of impact. One-third of a standard

lComprehension total is a composite score derived from scores on two
subtests of the SDRT.

Do
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TABLE G.6
SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WITH 30TH
PRE- AND POSTTEST SCORES AND STUDENTS WITE
PRETEST OR POSTTEST ONLY

Site: TENNESSEE Project Year: 1977-1978
SCHCOL GRADE (Spring 1978)
‘ 2 3 4 5 6
Special Emphasis Pretest Only 0 - + 0 -
Posttest Only + + 0 + 0
Comparison " Pretest Only 0 0 - 0 0
Posttest Only + 0 + - +

Project Year: 1978-1979
SCEOOL . GRADE (Spring 1979)

2 3 4 5 6

Special Empahsis Pretest Ouly - 0 0 + 0
i ' Posttest Only 0 - 0 + +
Comparison Pretest Only 0 + 0 - 0
Pcsttest Only - + + - 0

=Y

O: Difference between mean scaled score of pre— or postrast only group is lass
than 1/3 standard deviation from zean of pra- and posttest group.

- Mean scalad scora of pre- or postrest only group is mors thaa 1/3 stzndazd
deviation higher chan mean of pre- .and posttast zroup.

- Mean scaled score of pre- or posttast only group is =ors than 1/3 standazd
deviation lower than =ean of pra- and postt2st zZrcup.
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deviation has been suggested as a useful rule of thumb for consideration

of treatment effects as educationally significant.l

If the "pretest only" or "posttest only" group's mean "compre-
hension total" scaled score fell within the calculated interval, there
were assumed to be no substantial differences between that group and
the "pre- and posttest" grour. On the other hand, if the mean "com- )
prehension total" scaled score for the "pretest only" or "posttest only"
group fell outside the calculated interval, it was assumed that major
differences did exist between that group and the '"pre~ and posttest"
group.. The existence of systematic differences would indicate that
the evaluation results based on students with both pre- and posttest
scores may vt be representative: of all the program's participants and

that the conclusions couid not be generalized for all participants.

For example, in Table G.6, for grade 2 in project year 1977-78
and "pretest only" groups for both the Special Emphasis and comparison
schools are designated by "0," indicating that students who took the
pretest did not differ substantially from their respective "pre- and posttest"
groups. On the other hand, a "+" for the "posttest only" groups for
both schools indicates that the groups for students who took the posttest,
but not the pretest, scored higher than the groups on which the analysis
was performed. For this case, the direction is the same for both the
treatment and comparison schools, thus, the posttest scores used in the
analyses of impact might be an underestimate for both schools. A "-"
for the '"pretest only" group for project year 1977-78, grade 3, Special
Emphasis school, indicates that the students who took the pretest, but
not the posttest, scored lower than the group on which the analysis was

performed.

There are many possible reasons why the "pretest only" or

"posttest only" groups differed from the "pre- and posttest" group,

lD. P. Horst, G. K. Tallmadge, and C. T. Wood, A Practical Guide to

Measuring Project Impact on Student Achievement. (Washington, D.C.,
US Government Printing Office, 1976) (Stock No. 017-080-01460), p. 69.
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e.g., testing ..ring times of the year when certain groups of students
are absent. An investigation to determine these reasons for each
instance of difference is beyond the scope of this study, but the
existence of differences has been examined to determine the representa-

tiveness of the analytic samples.

Floor and Ceiling Effects

If the SDRT admiristered to lower achieving students in each
analytic sample was too difficult, these students would only be able
to answer a few questions correctly. When this occurs, students are
sala to have encountered the test floor. The effect of an apparent
test floor is that the student's score would be an overestimate of

his/her true score.

If the test was too easy for higher achieving students, these
students wonld be able to answer all or almost all questions correctly,
the test ceiling would be encountered. The resulting scores would

underestimate the students' true scores.

The presence of floor effects on a pretest or celling effects
on a posttest would indicate that the observed gain is an underestimate
of the true gain. On the other hand, the presence of ceiling effects
on a pretest or floor effects on a posttest would indicate that the
observed gain is an overestimate of the true gain. Where floor or
ceiling effects are encountered for both the pretest and the posttest,

either an underestimate or an overestimate of true gain can result.

An examination of the SDRT mean ''comprehension total" raw score
for each class unit for each test date was performed to determine
whether floor and/or ceiling effects were encountered and, if so, the
implications for the analysis of impact. While the test floor or
ceiling may have been encountered for individual students within all
classes, the effact of the floor and/or ceiling effect vis-a-vis
individual students was not considered serious--e.g., was assumed to

have no significant effect on the outcome of the analysis-~unless the
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class mean "comprehension total" raw score was below 30% correct or above
70% correct for the test floor or ceiling, respectively. The criterion
of 30% correct to indicate serious floor effects was chosen because the
two reading comprehension subtests on the SDRT are either three-choice

or four-choice multiple questions and, on a pure chance basis, a

student would score between 25% and 33% correct. Therefore, a mean

class score of 30% correct would indicate that a substantial number of
Students in the class scored at or below the chance level. On the other
hand, a mean class score above 70%1 correct would indicate that a
substantizl number of scudents answered all, or almost all, the questions

correctly.

Appendix C contains summaries of the class~by-class mean '"com-
prehension total" raw scores for each site and school for each test
date. A'C' or 'F' opposite the class scores on these tables, indicates
whether ceiling or floor effects were encountered. Table G.7 provides
an example of one such summary. For each test point and grade, the
table provides the mean "comprehension total" raw score for each class
unit. For example, for spring 1978, grade 3, there are four class
units w’th mean raw scores of 51.6, 39.5, 41.6, and 47.0. A student's
raw gcore was included in the computation of the class mean raw score
if the student (1) was not designated as having a learning problem
and (2) took the appropriate test level for his/her grade. For the
cited examplé, two of the four classes encountered serious ceiling

effects as indicated by the 'C' following the mean raw score.

Examination of the tables in Appendix C shows that serious ceiling
effects were encountered at all project sites. Wnile there are occur-
rences of ceiling effects for all grades and test dates, there is a
greater frequency for grades 2 and 4 for =zach spring testing date.

For spring 1977, in the aggregate, 89% of the second grade classes
and 86% of the fourth grade classes encountered serious ceiling effects;
for spring 1975, 90% and 86%, respectively, and for spring 1979, 95%

and 89%, respectively, encountered serious ceiling effects.

1This figure was suggested by Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author of the SDRT.



| TABLE G.7
MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE SDRT REPORTED BY CLASS

Site: TEXAS School.: §ggglA£_EHPMASIS
e o SDRT TeST PoiNts T ' o
SPRING 1977 [ ¥ALL 1977 | SPRING 1978 | FaiL 1978 | SPRING 1979 | FALL1979
@MD_@._..-*_._ !'EE‘,“ Ind_ N _H_qgn IndA .. N Henn Ind 1N _M‘eag* Indr 1N Mean (_nd' N Heqn lnd
1 5 493 26 62.6
22 52,2 24 59.4
25 48.3 21 131 ¢
21 54.1 19 65.3 ¢
0 56.7
2 23 78.6 ¢ 21 51.1 21 179 ¢ 21 63.7 ¢ 18 82.2 ¢ 18 ¢8.2 ¢
2t 80.9 C 22 58.1 23 81 ¢ 21 59.8 19 8.5 ¢ 18 70.7 ¢
26 719.1 € 23 54.3 22 180 C 20 63.1 ¢ 20 81.9 ¢ 18 71.7 ¢
2 155 ¢ 23 54.0 23 1.2 ¢ 17 55.0 18 8.4 ¢ 16 69.9 ¢
% 65.0 ¢ 2} 8.2 ¢ 19 56.2 19 789 ¢
3 26 44,2 C 26 45,7 ¢ 2 S51.6 ¢ 25 313 5 49.5 ¢ 18 35.5
28 49.3 ¢ 26 333 25 39.5 29 37.5 1 4713 ¢ 18 43.7 ¢
27 41,1 ¢ 23 3.1 23 41.6 27 38.7 5 46.7 ¢ 19 38.4
22 18.6 18 47.0 ¢ 25 34.2 28 41.6 14 19.8
18 36.2
4 28 54.3 ¢ 22 4.1 ¢ 21 50.6 ¢ 21 49.2 ¢ 20 50.6 C 23 48.8 ¢
25 51.8 ¢ 22 514 ¢ 22 539 ¢ 16 46.6 ¢ 17 51.2 ¢ 27 45.5 ¢
2, 48.8 ¢ 2} 46.8 ¢ 2) 483 ¢ 26 52.9 ¢ 2] 52.8 ¢ 25 45.0 C
22 4.2 ¢ 19 5t.2 ¢ 17 42.2 ¢ 14 51.6 ¢ 23 416 ¢
5 29 1.9 52 28.6 29 36.8 13 25.4 14 217 16 30.4
26 34.7 52 30.3 26 36.) 22 24.2 27 36.2 15 28.7
26 37.9 46 30.8 26 35.5 39 36.0 26 50.0 cC 18 35.9
25 21.0 25 21.2 ) 6 24,2 20 28.9 13 26.3
6 26 36.0 15 27.5
26 32.9 17 18.2
18 30.2 22 489 ¢
‘ 19 29.5
Test Level Haximum Score Floor (F) Effect Below Ceiling (C) Effect Ahmm
T Red 90 27 63
Green 60 18 42
Brown 60 18 42
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One reason for the preponderance of ceiling effects for grades
2 and 4 appears to be that the SDRT was intentionally designed to be
easy so that even low achieving students could experience some success.l
The result of this is that the distribution of test scores is negatively
skewed rather than a normal distribution. The implications for the
analysis of the impact of the Special Emphasis Project differs for
each site, school, and grade dependent upon whether the ceiling was

encountered on the pretest, the posttest, or both.

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES AND ISSUES
The data analysis performed by GRC can te divided into two major

categories:
. A process analysis
® An impact analysis

The major features of the process analysis and the methodological issues

and analysis of impact are discussed in the following topics.

Process Analysis

The process analysis component of this study sought to:

-

. Provide a description of the Special Emphasis Project
programs, .

o Examine the degree to which each Special Emphasis project
was in complia.ce with USOE staff and programmatic guide~
lines.

] Examine the comparability of Special Emphasis and compari-

son schools with respect to student characteristics, school
size, 3chool staffing patterns and staff qualifications,
and other features thought to be potentially confounding

variables.

° Examine the potential effect on tke impact analysis of
the Special Emphasis treatment of any noncomparability of

the treatment and comparison schoois.

lB. Karlsen, et al, p. 5.



Examine differences among Special Emphasis projects with
respect to the delivery of the Special Emphasis treatment.

The process analysis of the Special Emphasis Project was based on

data and information collected from classroom observations, questionnaires,

and interviews. Data and information used in the Special Emphasis Project

process analysis included both institutional pProgrammatic data and data

on student and staff characteristics. These data included information

cn the following factors:

Institutional/Programmatic Data

School facilities.

Qualifications and role functions of all Special Emphasis .
staff.

Instructional services provided by the Special Emphasis

program.

Instructional materials used in the delivery of the Special

Emphasis treatment.
The inservice training program.

Special features or circumstances.

Student/Staff Characteristics Data

Student enrollment

Racial/ethnic mix of student body

Sex of students

Percent of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch
Percent of students for whom English is a second language
Percent of students absent more than 25% of time

Number of teachers

Percent of teachers with graduate degrees

Average teacher experience

Average number of students/class
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These data and information are reported on a site-by-site basis

and examined across sites in Section 4.

Impact - Methodological Issues

As noted in Section 3, Evaluation Design and Methodology, there
were several issues that were raised and investigated during the ccurse
of the study which affected the analysis plan. These issues can be
divided into four categories:

] The selection of a comparison group of students to compare

with students receiving the Special Emphasis treatment.

. The selection of an appropriate measure of reading
achievement,

] The use of posttest or gain score comparisons.

® The period of time over which to analyze the impact of

Special Emphasis on reading achievement.

A discussion follows for each of these categories on the issues

raised and the rationale for the decisions made.

Selection of a Comparison Group of Students .

The selection of appropriate groups to compare with the Special
Emphasis students was required for both the school Yyear program and the
summer program. For tlic school year analysis, the selection of a
comparison group for grades 1 and 2 posed no problem because all
students in the Special Emphasis schools, except as noted in Section 5,
participated in the Special Emphasis treatment. For the third through
sixth grades, not all students in the Special Emphasis schools received
the Special Emphasis "treatment." Therefore, procedures were investigated
for grouping students on the basis of data being collected.

For the first annual report, Applied Management Sciences, Inc.,

'

used a procedure whereby the experimental group included only those

students who were reading '"one grade equivalent below average."1 The

1S, Frankel, et al, p. 2.16.

3
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comparison group included only those students in the comparison school
who were below the highest pretest raw scores for the experimental

group. Methodologically, this procedure presents two problems:

° Since students were not selected for Special Emphasis
participation on the basis of the SDRT, the basis for
inc}usion in the analytic sample, the experimental group
would not necessarily encompass all students who participated

and might include some who did not participate.

] Since the comparison group was selected on the basis of
a cutoff score derived from the experimental group, the
comparison group would not necessarily represent the same
proportion of students as the experimental group. This

would lead to differential regression effects.l

Another method of grouping considered, and employed by GRC, was
by grade, the implication being that the Special Emphasis Program
encompassed the entire school population in grades 1 through 6 at the
Special Emphasis school. While some students were receiving the Special
Emphasis "treatment," the remaining students were involved in other
activities, so there was an effect on the total population. While this
is not an altogether satisfactory approach, it offers a starting point
for consideration of impact and for sites with small enrollments pro-
vided sufficient students (more than 30) so that the sample mean

represents an efficient estimate of the population mean.

Grouping students by class was also considered. Within the
treatment school, this would permit comparisons among classes with
Tespect to variations in instructional approach or classroom management

style. This grouping would not permit direct comparisons with the

lD.T. Campbell and A. Erlebacher, How Regression Artifacts in Quasi-

experimental Evaluations Can Mistakenly Make Compensatory Education

Look Harmful. In J, Hellmuth (Ed.), Compensatory Education: A

National Debate. Vol. 3: Disadvantaged Child. New York: Brurner/Mazel,
1970, p. 195-196.
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classes in the comparisons school since no mechanisms were available
for matching classes. In addition, an examination of teaching orien-
tation showed that within each grade, there was virtually no variation
in the approach or the management style as reported by teachers on

" the Classification of Teaching Practices instrument.

Grouping by class would have permitted the comparison of class
performance with national norms established for the SDRT. The Special
Emphasis classes could then be compared to the comparison classes
based on changes in performance in terms of normal curve equivalents
(NCE).l Percentile-to-NCE conversion tables were developed for the
Title I evaluation and reporting system. Either the class mean raw
score or the class mean scaled score for compéehension total on the
SDRT could be converted to the corresponding percentile and then to
the NCE.

Finally, groups could be developed to include an approximation
of only those students for whom Special Emphasis was intended. The
groups would consist of only those students scoring below the mean
score for their grade in each school. Where the mean and median scores
are close, approximately equal proportions of students would be included
in the analytic samples for each school. This technique mitigates
the problem of differential regression effects previously mentioned.
The problem of inclusion of students who did not receive the Special
Emphasis "teatment" remains, in addition to the problem of small
sample sizes (less than 30). "In general, the smaller the sample,
the more-likely that the mean of the sample will be a less efficient

estimation of the population mean."2

lThe NCE "is an equal-interval, normalized, standard score with a mean

of 50 and a standard deviation of 21.06. It has a range from 1 to
99 and matches the percentile rank at values 1, 50, and 99." B. M.
Fagan and D. P. Horst, Types of Test Scores, Technical Paper No. 8,
Mountain, View, CA, RMC Research Corporation, 1976, pp. 6-7.

2D. J. Palumbo, Statistics in Political and Behavioral Sciences, New

York: Columbia University Press, 1977, p. 280.
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The decision was made to perform the analysis of impact on reading
achievement for both whole grade cohort groups, all the students within
each grade for whom both the pretest and posttest scores were available,
and for the groups of students with scores below their respective grade
means. The analysis of impact for class groupings was not done because
the ceiling effects which were encountered would have biased the conver-
sion to class percentiles and lead to a distorted estimate of the change
in class performance.

The measurement of program impact for the summer Special Emphasis
Program presented a problem similar to that encountered in the comparison
of classes. Because the program was voluntary, there were no mechanisms
to match students in the corresponding comparison school to the students
who participated in the suumer program. The alternative was to compare
the participant's performance with national norms established for spring
and fall testings of the SDRT. However, the ceiling effects encountered
for the spring testing prevents this analysis from producing valid and

reliable results.

Selection of Subtest Scores on Which to Base the Measurement
of Reading Achievement

The criterion for the selection of subtests on which to base the

measurement of reading achievement were:

® Commonality among all test levels.
° A measure of achievement rather than diagnosis of skill
deficiencies.

The measure selected to assess achievement was the "comprehensior
total" score on. the SDRT. The "comprehension total" score is a composite
score which is the total of the two comprehension subtest scores for
each level of the SDRT. For the red level, recommended for grades 1
and 2, the subtests that comprise "comprehension total" are "word reading"
and ' reading comprehension." For the green level, recommended for grades
3 and 4, and the brown level, recommended for grades 5 through 8, the
subtests are "literal comprehension" and "inferential comprehension."

TRV
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The "comprehension total" score was recorded in the data base as
a raw score,_grade equivalent, and scaled score. The raw score was
used in the assessment of ceiling or floor effects since it was neces-
sary to know the number of questions answered correctly. The corre-
sponding grade equivalent was used in the trend analysis of students
reading 1 or more years below grade level. Scaled scores were used for
all statistical analyses, i.e., analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), since
it is an equal interval scale permitting comparisons at different
points on the scale and it was interlocked across test levels, mitigating
the problem of ceiling effects encountered with the use of raw scores

or grade equivalents..

Use of Posttest or Gain Score Comparisons

Once the criterion measure of reading achievement had been selected,
a decision was required on the appropriate type of comparison to be
made to determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program. The
objective was to determine whether the gain in reading achievement
of the Special Emphasis treatment group was different from what would
be expected of the same group of students without the treatment, where
the expected gain is gauged by the performance of the comparison group.
Both raw and residual gain score1 comparisons have often been utilized
in educational research to meet this type of objective. Because of
the presence of errors of measurement in the raw scores (indicated when
the test-retest reliability is less than 1), a comparison of either the
mean raw or residual gain, as measured by either raw or scaled scores,
between the Special Emphasis and comparison groups could give a dis-
torted view of true condition.2 In addition, because of the presence
of serious ceiling effects for many of the classes, the use of any type
of gain score would have biased the results in favor of the initially

low scoring group.

1R.esidual gain scores are the difference between the observed posttest
scores and the pretest scores predicted from the regression of posttest

on pretest scores for the combined treatment and comparison groups.

2F. M. Lord, p. 21-38.
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For the quasi-experimental treatment-comparison group design,
the mechanism used considered the comparison group mean posttest score
as to the no-treatment expectation with the pretest scores used to make
compensating adjustments to the posttest scores for any initial differ-

ences between the treatment and comparison groups.

The two statistical techniques examined were:

° Covariance analysis

° Generalized multiple regression analysis

ANCOVA is appropriate where the two pre-existing groups are

enough alike to be considered random samples from a single population.
Generalized regression analysis is appropriate where small systematic
differences exist between the treatment and comparison groups or the .
groups should be considered as random samples from different populations.
However, in cases where the treatment and comparison groups are signifi-
cantly diffefent, it is not generally possible to assess the impact of
an educational int:ervention,l even with the use of generalized multiple

regression analyses.

A preliminary analysis of the data revealed that no systematic
differences existed between the treatment and comparison groups in
terms of pfetest scores. It was also determined through factor analytic
techniques that the pretest score accounted for the majority of the
.variance in the posttest gcore. The other variables considered as
covariates were students' sex, racial/ethnic background, SES, parent
education, and primary language. A preliminary investigation of
intensity of Instruction showed that within site and grade, there was
virtually no variation in the intensity of instruction as reported by

the classroom teachers.

lc. K. Tallmadge, and D. P. Hout, A Procedural Guide for Validating

Achievemént Gains in Educational Projects. Washington, D.C., US
Government Printing Office, 1976 (Stock No. 017-080-01460), p. 60.
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The analytic technique employed in the analysis of the impact
of the Special Emphasis Program on students' reading achievement was
ANCOVA with the posttest score as the cricerion (dependent) variable,
the treatment (either Special Emphasis or comparison) as the independent

variable, and the pretest score as the covariate.

Period of Time on Which to Base the Analysis of Impact of Special
Emphasis on Reading Achievement

Once it was determined that ANCOVA using pusttest scores, adjusted
for pretest differences, would be used to analyze the impact on reading
achievement, it was necessary to determine the periods of time on
which to assess impact. Because of the lack of comparison groups for
the summer program, ANCOVA could not be used to analyze impact. For
the school year program, however, data was available to analyze impact-
for project year 1977-78, project 1978-79, and the length of the study,
1977-1979. The posttést score uséd for each of these periods was the
final spring "comprehension total" scaled score for the period under
study, i.e., the spring 1978 score served as the posttest score for
the 1977-78 analyses, the spring 1979 score, served as the posttest
for the 1978-79 and 1977-79 analyses.

Two options were available for the pretest score to be used:

. The appropriate previous spring score, i.e., spring 1977
for the 1977-78 analyses and the 1977-79 analysis, spring
1978 for the 1978-79 analyses.

° The appropriate previous fall score, i.e., fall 1977 for
the 1977-78 analyses and the 1977-79Y analysis, fall 1978
for the 1978-79 analyses.

A decision was made to use the appropriate previous spring score,
when possible, as the covariate. The appropriate previous fall score

was used yhen the spring score was not available. Each. of these cases

lThe "below mean' analyses were not done for 1977-79 because the sample

sizes were too small to provide useful results.
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is noted on the applicable tables. The spring score was chosen as
the covariate because, in general, it was more highly correlated with
the posttest score and, therefore, provided a greater adjustment for
initial differences. In addition, since the pretest was administered
at the same time of year as the posttest, the difference between the
mean pretest and mean posttest provided a better measure of growth

than changes from fall to spring.

Impact Analysis

The primary purposes of the evaluation of the Special Emphasis

Project were to: .

® Determine the impact on reading performance of students
in the Special Emphasis and comparison schools during
each school year and over the length of the study.

] Determine differences in the retention of reading skills

between schools with and without summer reading programs.

3 Determine the impact of the Special Emphasis Program on
reading-related attitudes and behaviors of school staff,

Students, and parents.

L Document the residual effects of the Special Emphasis
Project within each participating school district and

on project participants.

Selected students in the Special Emphasis school were to receive
the Special Emphasis treatment; students in the comparison school, who
were, at the beginning of the project, presumed to be similar to the
students in the Special Emphasis school, did not receive the Special

Emphasis treatment. The treatment was actually two distinct treatments:

° The school year program in which all students, grades 1 and
2 participated and students, grades 3 through 6 partici-
» pated if selected by the school staff, the selection

criteria being based on policy established at each site.
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] The summer program in which students volunteered to

participate.

With the concurrence of USOE, the project team decided to:

] Consider each project site as a separate evaluation.
° Examine reading performance for each grade separately.
] Delete from the evaluation the investigation of summer

program impact. A discussion of the issues related to this
decision is presented in Section 3, Evaluation Design and
Me thodology.

The analyses performed in this study were conducted through:

] Covariance analyses of whole grade cchort groups for

Project years 1977-78 and 1978-79 and for the study period
1977-79.

° Covariance analyses of below mean cohort groups for project
years 1977-78 and 1978-79.

o Trend analysis of students reading 1 or more years below

grade level for the study period 1977-79.

Covariance Analyses of Whole Grade Cohort Groups

ANCOVA was used to compare students in each grade in each Special
Emphasis school with their cohort group in the comparison school. Whole
grade cohort groups consisted of all students within each grade, at
each school, for whom both pre- and posttest scores were availablg.

The use of ANCOVA permits the analysis of "the performance of several
groups which are unequal with regard to an important variable as though
they were equal in this respect."l For this study, ANCOVA permitted
comparison of Special Emphasis and comparison groups with pre-existing

lW. J. Popham and K. A. Sirotnik, Educational Statistics: Use and
Interpretation, New York, Harper & Row, Publishers, 1973, p. 205.

G-36




differences in pretest scores as though they were equal. The posttest
"comprehension total" scaled score was used as the dependent variable
in the statistical procedure. For project year 1977-78, the spring
1978 score represented the posttest. For project year 1978-79 and for
the 1977-79 analyses, the spring 1979 score represented the posttest.
The posttest score was statistically adjusted for any initial differences
that existed in the Special Emphasis and comparison cohorts in terms of
the pretest "comprehensison total" scaled score, called the covariate.
For the 1977-78 and the 1977-79 analysis, the covariate was the spring
1977 score. For the 1978-79 analysis, the spring 1978 score was used
as the covariate. 1In a few cases when the spring 1977 or spring 1978
score was not available, e.g., for California for the 1977-78 analysis,
the preceding fall score was substituted as the covariate. These

instances are all noted where applicable.

Appendix E contains summaries of the covariance analyses for each
site for each of the specified periods. One example follows on Table
G.8. The table identifies:

° The number of stﬁdénts in each of the analytic samples.

. The mean pretest "comprehension total" scaled score for

students in each analytic sample--i.e., the covariate.

° The unadjusted posttest "comprehension total" scaled score .

for students in each analytic sample.

° The adjusted mean posttest "comprehension total” scaled
score. '

° The F value resulting from the calculation of the ANCOVA.

° The level of significance of the F value which is dependent

on the number of degrees of freedom. For this study, a
value of .05 or less indicates that the difference in
adjusted posttest achievement between the Special Emphasis

and comparison cohorts is statistically significant.
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TABLE G.8

IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECT YEAR 1978-79
WHOLE GRADE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARTABLE:

SDRT Comprehension Total Posttest
Scaled Score

Treatzent

COVARIATE: SDRT Comprehension Total Pretest
: Scaled Score
Site: LOUISIANA
ANCOVA
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3 Special Emphasis 34- 343Cl 421 437 0.09l 0.76 2.4 (3.3 |+ .9
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C indicat=s that corraspondinz mean raw scora
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The 'C' following the mean vretest or posttest scores indicates
that there was evidence of serious ceiling effects derived from the

corresponding mean raw score for the designated analytic sample,

Table G.8 also summarizes reading performance in terms of grade
equivalents for each analytic sample. The mean pretest and unadjusted
posttest scaled scores were converted to appropriate grade equivalents
and the mean observed change was calculated. While this analysis can
result in a built-in bias in favor of the initially low-scoring group,l
it is presented as an extension of the covariance analyses to provide
a yardstick to measure growth against expectations with respect to
national norme. Where the results of the ANCOVA are statistically
significant, e.g., for grade 5 on Table G.8, the grade equivalent
analysis provides a measure of educational significance. For grade 5,
for example, the Special Emphasis group pretest score was below the
comparison group, but their posttest score was higher than the comparison
group. In terms of grade eq 'valents, the Special Emphasis group
gained .9 year's growth. In both cases, there were serious ceiling
effects on the pretest so that the growth rates are overestimates of

the true rate.

It has been common practice in education to expect a 1 month
growth rate for each month a student attends school, resulting iy an
expected growth rate of 1.0 grade equivalent over the course of a
school year. Dr. Bjorn Karlsen, an author of the SDRT, has noted
that this expectation is unrealistic for all students.2 He presents
evidence that for students scoring below the 25th percentile with
respect to the national norms, an average growth of .6 to .7 of a
grade equivalent per school year would be a more reasonable expecta-

tion. Therefore, while it may appear that low-scoring groups are

1r. M Lord, "Elementary Models for Measuring Change," in Problems in
Measuring Change (C. W. Harris, ed.). Madison, University of Wisconsin
Press, 1967, p. 37.

2

B. Karlsen, "Accountability - A Year's Growth in a Year?," The California
Reader, Vol. 5, No. 1, January, 1972.

-39 383




losing ground with respect to normal expectations, a program may produce
educationally significast results with growth r. .as of less than 1.0

grade equivalent per school year for students in the lowest quartile,

Covariance Analyses of Below Mean Cohort Groups

The ccvariance analyses for the below mean cohort groups is
similar to that for the whole grade cohort groups. The analytic
samples, though, are subsets of the whole grade groups. These subsets
consist of only those students who had a pretest "comprehensioca total"

scaled score below the mean pretest score for the whole grade group.

Several hazards are associated with the use of ANCOVA for below
mean cohort groups. These are listed below and readers are advised
to consider these limitations when reviewing the analytical results

presented in Section 5 of this report.

'3 The proportion of students scoring below the grade mean

in Special Emphasis and comparison groups may not be equal.

'y The below mean cohort group for both Special Emp™asis
and comparison groups exhibit a preponderance of negative

measuremeit error at the low end of the distribution.

Appendix F contains summaries for each site of the covariance
analyses of below mean cohort groups for project years 1977-78 and 1978-79.
The below mean analyses for 1977-79 were not done because sample sizes
were too small to provide useful results. The tables are in the same
format as the tables in Appendix E. The importance of these analyses
is that they address impact for those students for whom the Special
Emphasis treatment was intended and avoids the problems related to
ceiling effects since the stuuents likely to have encountered the test

ceiling are not included in the below mean g:ioups.

For the below mean group of students, this study will consider
the average expected growth rate in terms of grade equivalent to be

.6 years.



Trend Analyses for Students Reading 1 or More Years Below Grade
Level

A second approach taken to investigate the impact of Special
‘Emphasis on the students for whom the Special Emphasis Program had been
intended to serve was based on an examination of trends in the percentage
of students who, over the period frem the spring 1977 to the spring of
1979 were reading at a grade equivalent level 1 or more years below
grade level on the referent year's spring pretest. Students were
included in this group if their grade equivalent score was 1.0 years
below "normal expectation." TFor example, a third grade student would
be included in this group if his/her grade equivalent score for the
spring testing was 2.9 or less at the end of the third grade since
the student would be expected to have grade equivalent score of 3.9.

Frequencies were tabulated for each épring testing of:
° The number of students tested for each grade .

® The number of students reading 1 or more years below grade

level for each grade.

From these‘data, the percent of students reading 1 or more years
below grade level was calculated, These data are contained in tables
for each site in Anpendix D. An example for one site follows on
Tables G.9 to G.1l. From Table G.9, it can be seen that overa’l 45%
of the students tested in spring 1977 in the Special Emphasis school
were reading more than 1 year below grade level. Additional data is
also presented on Table 3.9 so that trends regarding individual students
can be examined. Fcr example, for the fourth grade at the Special
Emphasis school, 53 students were tested in spring 1977, 27, or 51%, of
whom were reading more than 1 year below grade level. Of the 53
students tested in spring 1977, 46 were tested in spring 1978--4 or
whom had been retained in the fourth grade and 42 of whom hac advanced
to the fifth grade. Of the 42 students who had advanced to the fifth
grade, 20: or 48%, had been 1 or more years below grade level at the
end of fourth grade. Twenty-eight, or 67%, were 1 or more years below

grade level at the end of fifth grade. Of the 20 who were below grade
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TABLE G.9
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN 1 YEAR
BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN RFADING COMPREHENSION

Project Year 1977-78
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TABLE G.1
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS MORE THAN I YEAR
- BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING CONPREHENSION

Projege Year 1978-79

RIC
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: TABLE G.11
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS READING MORE THAN 1 YEAR

BELOW GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION 1979
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Schoal: Special Zaphasis

__SPRING 1979
Tacal |VNo. 2L y* | 2 of zacal
Grada |scudants balow >L yv Selsw
tascad 3rade trade
1 38 S/ q/a
2 42 ] ]
3 43 7 162
4 Sé n 02
3 3 20 602
[} 20 9 433
TORL 230 47 02

© Sicas TRNWESSEE
3cacal: Comparisen

SPRING 1979
Tacal |No. >L yr | 2 of cocal
Grade |scudents telow >3 yTr Selow
sesged Irade Irade
T [ 36 wa | wa
' 2 20 o 0
3 28 2 a
4 29 £ 212
s 29 13 452
[} 2 a4 502
TOTAL 181 32 202

G-44 388




level initially, 18, or 90%, remaired 1 or more years below grade level.
In addition, 10 students who had not been more than 1 year below grade
level at the end of the fourth grade were more than 1 year below grade
level at the end of the fifth grade. Table G.10 shows that for all
fifth grade students tested in spring 1978, 33, or 64% were 1 or more
years below grade level. Of those 33 students, however, only 27%, 9
students, were also tested in spring 1979. The drop in the percent of
sixth grade students reading more than 1 year below grade level in
spring 1979 to 45% (ses Table G.1ll) appears to be due to sample attrition

gather than a function of program participation.

Other Outcomes

In addition to examination of program impact on student reading
achievement levels, GRC investigated the possibility of outicomes related
to:

o Changes in attitudes and/or behaviors of school, staff,

students, and parents.

o Residual effects of the Special Emphasis Project within
the participating school districts and schools and on the
pProject participants, i.e., school staff, students, and

parents,

Each of these types of outcomes.is described in the following discussion.

Changes in Attitudes and/or Behaviors. Responses from teachers,

students, and parents were examined from each site and school for both
the 1977-78 and the 1978-79 project years. Teacher perceptions were
tabulated regarding:

) Attitudes of students, teachers, and the principal.
° Reading behaviors of students.
) Problens resulting from involvement in the Special.

Emphasis Project.

389
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Comparisons were made between responses for the project years to
determine whether teachers' perceptions of changes in (1) the principal's
attitude toward the reading program, (2) the students' attitudes toward
reading, or (3) the teaghe:s' attitudes toward reading instruction had
changed. Similar comparis&ns were made regarding teachers' perceptions
of changes in students' behaviors in (1) the time spent reading in class,
(2) the time spent reading outside class, and {3) library and/or class-

roon book usage.

For each project year, teachers were asked to categorize potential
problem areas, resulting from Special Emphasis as a major problem, a
minor problem, or not a problem. The types of problems listed on the
teacher questionnaires differed for teachers in the Special Emphasis
school and teachers in the comparison school. The tabulated responses’
for each school for each year were compared to examine whether teachers'
perceptions of the magnitude of the problem had changed during the course
of the study.

Responses to the student survey instruments (grade 3 and grades ‘
4 through 6) were tabulated and analyzed. Comparisons were made between
the proportion of third grade students in the Special Emphasis school
and third grade students in the comparison school who responded that
(1) reading was fun, (2) they read during thefr free time, (3) they
enjoyed reading in class, and (4) they read only when they had to.
Similar comparisons were made for fourth through sixth grade student
responses on (1) whether they liked to read, (2) whether the students
thought they read betcer than the previous year, (3) the amount oﬁ
time spent reading outside of school, and (4) the number of books read
in the past month.

.Responses from the Parent Questionnaires were tabulated for each
project year by site and school. Comparisons were made between the pro-
portion of parents of Special Emphasis school students and parents
of comparison school students who responded regarding whether (1) their
chiid shared books that he/she read with other family members, (2) the
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school set up parznt-teacher conferences to explain their child's
strengths or =ostnesses in reading, and (3) they had worked as a

volunteer ir th: child's school during the project year.

Residus; Zffects of Special Emphasis. During the close-out inter-
views conducted during the fall 1979 site visits, GRC attempted to
identify any residual effects of Special Emphasis in the policies,
Procedures, or practices of the school district as a whole or within

the treatment school. Additionally, information was sought on whether

the project site had considered the project a success in meeting their

own objectives. Project staff were also queried about perceived changes
in staff, students, and parents at the Special Emphasis schoonl which would

extend beyond the study conclusion.

Complete results of the impact analysis of the Special Emphasis

Projects are precented in Section 5.
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GLOSSARY

The following list contains technical terms used in this final
report on the Evaluation of Special Empha;is and the meaning given to
each by the authors of this report.

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) A statistical technique used to test
for differences among two or more
groups while statistically controlling
for group differences on variable(s)
which are relevant to the criterion
(dependent) variable.

Basal A basic reading textbook wihich, in
addition to readings, may indicate
skill exercizes and a management
systex to aid the teacher in trackin
gkill development. )

Ceiling Effect The situaticon in which a2 test was so
@agsy that the student was able to
angwer all or almost all the questions
correctly,

Confounding The presence of factors in an experi-
ment which disturbs or "clouds" the
determination of the cause and effect
relationship between treatment and
outcomes,

Diagnostic-Prescriptive A teaching approach which, by use of
a testing instrument, first assesses
the student's strengths and weaknesses
on specific skills and then adapts

the content and/or modalities of
instruction to fit the individual
student.

DISTAR ’ A commercially avajiable set of
materials for reading instruction
which provides highly structured
exercises for developing reading
skills.

Downshifting See Out-of-~Level Testing

!
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ESAA The Emergency School Assistance Act
which provides special funding to
school districts for local programs
designed to assist in desegregation
and overcome the cducational dis-
advantages associated with minority-
group isolation. '

Experimental Contamination The presenc:: of unintended influences
on an experiment which disturbs or
"clouds" measurement of the ccuse and
effect relationship.

Flexible A classroom management style of
teachers who tend to value a learning
environment which promotes spontaneity,
student choice of activities and
groups, student initiated learning.
objectives, and student assessment of
activities.

Floor Effect The situation in wivich the test was
too difficult for the student result-
ing in a score at or below the chance
level. :

Hawthorne Effect A type of experimental contamination
in which the participants in an ex-
periment behave differently nov as an
effect of the treatment but because
they are aware of being observed.

John Henry Effect A type of experimental contamination
) in which a comparison group, like the
legendary John Henry, attempts to
work harder to overcome its com-
petitor's advantage of additional
resources.

Joplin Plan An instructional plan for elementary
' ‘ schools which sllows teachers to
specialize in one subject area as
opposed to the traditional self-
contained classroom in which one
teacher teaches multiple subjects.




Low Achieving For purposes of this study, a student
whose expected level of progress on
a standardized reading test--zl!
other things being equal--is .6 years
grade equivalent rather than the 1
year progress expected of the typical

student.

Out-of-Level Testing The use of a test level below the one
recommended for the student's grade
level.

Placebo Literally, a "satisfier." 1In an

experimental situation, a pseudo
treatment (such as an inert pill)
which leads the comparison or control
group members to believe that they
are also receiving the treatment.

Precision Teaching A reading management system employed
in the Louisiana site's Title I pro-
gram which utilizes a machine-scored
tracking of student performance on
500 reading subskills.

Raw Score , The number of questions the student
answered correctly on a test.

Reading Specialist An individual with a master's degree
o with a major or specialty in reading
from an accredited institution of
higher education, cond has success-
fully completed 3 years of tzaching

N experience, which includes reading
instruction.
Reading Teacher An individusl with a bachelor's

degree who has succesefully completed
a minimum of 12 credit hours or the
equivalent in courses of teaching
reading at an accredited institution
of higher education, and has success-
fully completed 2 years of teaching
experience which includes reading

instruction.

Scaled score Performance on a single scale which
cuts across test times and test
levels.
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Stanford Diazgnostic Reading The reading test used in the Evalua-
Te=t (SDRT) tion of Special Emphasis to measure
change in reading skille.

Structured A classroom management style of
teachers who tend to value controls
over the learning situation such as
specified assignments, keeping students
within their sigiit, having rules for
talking aloud, allocation of spaca for
specific sctivities, and rules for a
student's movement within the class-
room.

Taicle I The section of the Elementary
Secondary Zducation Act (ESEA) which
-provides funding for compensatory
instruction for socially and econom—
ically disadvantaged students.

Wisconsin Design A reading mansgement system used in
the West Virginia site which provides
highly structured exercises for
developing reading skills.
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